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party notes 


Build Respect, 
fight for principle 


T here are 63 days - just nine 
weeks - until the European par¬ 
liament and Greater London 
Assembly elections on June 10. Com¬ 
munists are working for a maximum 
return for Respect. In Scotland we are 
similarly giving critical support to the 
left nationalist Scottish Socialist Party. 
In Wales we are supporting Respect 
and watching with interest the out¬ 
come of discussions between the 
unity coalition and John Marek’s new 
grouping. Forward Wales. 

In London, we call for the biggest 
turnout in support of the all-London 
GLA list for the unity coalition. Re¬ 
spect, while a political step back from 
the Socialist Alliance and not founded 
on a socialist platform, is nonetheless 
an attempt to form a leftwing political 
movement out of the anti-war protests 
of last year. To that end we give it ac¬ 
tive, if critical, support. At its centre is 
the Socialist Workers Party, the larg¬ 
est ostensible Marxist group in Brit¬ 
ain, in alliance with the best known 
anti-war MP, George Galloway. It is 
attracting the support of union 
branches and stands on an (albeit 
populist) platform against neoliberal¬ 
ism and war. 

Respect was not of our making. It 
is far from the vehicle the working 
class needs to gain its self-liberation. 
If Respect is to be a positive contri¬ 
bution to the patient struggle for a 
reforged Communist Party, then it will 
need a political epiphany. As a cen¬ 
tury of critics have pointed out in re¬ 
sponse to the revisionism of Eduard 
Bernstein, the movement alone is not 
enough. The working class, through 
its own struggles, needs clear princi¬ 
ples in order for it to learn politics of 
the highest order, enabling it to emerge 
as a universal ruling class and hence 
end class society. 

The future of Respect is hardly cer¬ 
tain. Its failure to voice these clear 
principles and, crucially, its attempt at 
populism at the expense of the aim of 
a working class party and a socialist 
society means the electorate will have 
trouble distinguishing between Re¬ 
spect and the Green Party. It has failed 
to make a convincing case as to why 
self-proclaimed socialists such as 
Peter Tatchell should choose it rather 
than the Greens (see Letters). George 
Galloway MP and John Rees, SWP 
central committee member and na¬ 
tional secretary of Respect, have 
called on the anti-war movement to 
turn the elections into a referendum 
on Blak and on the war. The partially 
revived Tories are also calling for the 
June 10 election to be a referendum 
on the European constitution - the one 
Blair refuses to call. Unfortunately Re¬ 
spect has a policy on Europe as 
equally anti-euro (and therefore pro¬ 
pound) as the Tories. 

George Galloway has mused about 
the possible outcomes of the Respect 
campaign. Unlike the SWP, he does 
not seem obliged to live in a Panglos- 
sian world where the only comments 
allowed in public are those of ‘official 
optimism’. In an interview with this 
paper he said: “Now, let’s assume 
Respect does really well and let’s as¬ 
sume it doesn’t provoke a coup inside 
the Labour Party and a fundamental 


change of direction away from Blairism. 
Then I think it will continue ... If, on the 
other hand, we do well and Blair is de¬ 
posed, if there is a complete change of 
direction in the Labour Party - and that 
can’t be ruled out - then it probably won’t 
go on to become a party. The objective 
conditions would be inimical to it. We 
could do badly - it could be just another 
flop. That will tell us something impor¬ 
tant about where we are, about the cur¬ 
rent state of consciousness in the 
country” (Weekly Worker December 4 
2003). 

At least the comrade has the honesty 
to consider the possible outcomes for 
Respect on its current basis. 

He continued: “Of these three - if you 
force me to pick one -1 think the first 
option is the most likely. We’ll do well, 
but it will not provoke the overthrow of 
Blairism and thus we will continue. Now, 
whether we continue as a coalition or 
whether we try to forge that coalition into 
a party, well that’s something for then. It 
would be premanire to speculate about 
that now.” 

The CPGB wants George Galloway 
elected to the European parliament. We 
want Lindsey German elected to the 
Greater London Assembly. Communists 
must build Respect. This would be a blow 
to Blair from the left on the basis of the 
anti-war movement. It would also force 
Respect to take partyist forms of organi¬ 
sation. Whichever of the three alterna¬ 
tives is the outcome, communists will be 
there to draw the lessons. If Respect is 
electorally successful on June 10, com¬ 
munists will argue for it to be founded 
as a political party of the working class. 
If it flops, we will point to the many fad¬ 
ings inherent in its platform and call on 
Respect to transform itself into a body 
campaigning for the establishment of a 
workers’ party, perhaps linking up with 
the nascent Labour Representation 
Committee inside the Labour Party. 
Meanwhile we will fight to build Respect 
alongside our comrades in the SWP and 
the anti-war movement. 

Yet we do not call for Respect to be 
built merely on its existing political ba¬ 
sis. We seek to build Respect on our 
terms. For communism, for republican¬ 
ism and for a workers’ party. Is this a new 
approach for the CPGB? Of course not. 
We joined the Socialist Labour Party 
enthusiastically, but not to build 
Scargill’s Little Party. We sought its trans¬ 
formation into the seeds of a Communist 
Party. Likewise, we did not sign up to the 
Network of Socialist Alliances in the 90s 
because we were enamoured with the 
red-green platitudes promoted by the 
grouping around John Nicholson, Pete 
McLaren and Dave Nellist. Neither did 
we endorse the ‘united front of a special 
kind’ trap for old Labourites in the So¬ 
cialist Alliance, as envisaged by the SWP. 
All these perspectives have proved to 
be dead ends. 

Communists have engaged with all 
these tentative developments towards 
left unity. Within them we have fought 
for what is needed: a Communist Party. 
At the end of the day, it is the working 
class that will form itself into a political 
party capable of fighting for self-libera¬ 
tion. However, electoral success for Re¬ 
spect, even as currently constituted, 
could help provide conditions for the 
founding of such a party. But unless 


that success is followed by the po¬ 
litical victory of Marxists within Re¬ 
spect, then it would be likely to go the 
way of the Socialist Labour Party and 
the Socialist Alliance. 

Conditional or critical 

As will be seen in this issue of the 
Weekly Worker , there are some in our 
ranks who wish to make a vote for 
Respect candidates conditional on 
their acceptance of the principles of 
open borders, republicanism and a 
worker’s wage for those elected. The 
CPGB’s Provisional Central Commit¬ 
tee rejects this approach. The PCC 
has unanimously endorsed the mo¬ 
tion passed at our March aggregate: 
“Recognising the need for the anti¬ 
war, pro-working class opposition to 
Blair to take on partyist form, the 
CPGB will work to ensure the biggest 
possible vote for Respect on June 10.” 

To do otherwise is to toy with this 
opportunity rather than grab it with 
both hands. Of course Respect is 
politically inadequate - of that there 
is no dispute. Yet for these conditions 
to be generally accepted by mainly 
SWP candidates it would take a po¬ 
litical revolution within Respect. 
Therefore to adopt such a position is 
to deliberately seek a situation 
whereby electoral support for Re¬ 
spect can be withheld. This must be 
rejected. 

In view of the opposition of a mi¬ 
nority of comrades, most of whom 
were absent from the aggregate where 
the resolution was adopted, the PCC 
has called a further members’ meet¬ 
ing for April 24 to revisit this ques¬ 
tion, despite the previous clear vote 
in favour. 

Our commitment to vote for Re¬ 
spect and build it in the interests of 
our struggle for a Communist Party 
does not mean we will mute our criti¬ 
cisms or end our partyist agitation 
within the unity coalition. Neither are 
our tactics unchangeable. In such a 
fluid situation, they must be kept 
under constant review. 

We are making an impact in Re¬ 
spect. We are the only seriously con¬ 
stituted opposition and we should 
take full advantage of this situation. 
Our message has been gaining a hear¬ 
ing among anti-war activists and also 
within the SWP itself. Different SWP 
candidates are giving different re¬ 
sponses to our questions. George 
Galloway has stated his own per¬ 
sonal commitment to a republic. (Is 
this enough for the ‘conditionalists’ 
to support him?) John Rees has so 
far refused a straight answer to a sim¬ 
ple question - will he accept only a 
worker’s wage if elected MEP for the 
West Midlands? 

Communists must keep this pres¬ 
sure up - no one must be in any doubt 
as to our criticisms. Not for a moment 
must we take our eyes off the prize 
and our central strategic task of 
reforging a Communist Party worthy 
of the name. But we must work as 
partisans and with energy to build 
Respect. Distribute leaflets, intervene 
at public meetings, argue for support 
in union branches. Our positive en¬ 
gagement must be reflected in these 
pages • 

Marcus Strom 
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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


Vote Respect? 

I was one of the individuals at the last 
aggregate to vote for the motion referred 
to in last week’s ‘Party notes’, which 
called for the CPGB “to work to ensure 
the biggest possible vote for Respect on 
June 10” (Weekly Worker April 1). Leav¬ 
ing aside the motion’s inappropriate and 
awkward point of introduction at the 
meeting, I voted for it very hesitantly and 
doubts about its content remain. 

Despite the leadership of the CPGB 
claiming at the aggregate that the ques¬ 
tion of our future involvement in Respect 
is ‘on hold’ and that we should await the 
outcome of the June elections before 
making a decision, I suspect that the 
coming weeks are unlikely to reveal 
much positive content. I would like to be 
proved wrong. 

Comrade Marcus Strom’s attempt to 
inject optimism by carving an image of a 
reformed Respect following an election 
success is also unconvincing. Why “a 
Respect party would be forced to sub¬ 
stitute hard policies for the current plati¬ 
tudes” is unclear. Given its unprincipled 
position now on the worker’s wage is¬ 
sue, for example, why would it ‘see the 
light’ should it fmd itself somewhat suc¬ 
cessful at the elections? Given too the 
rightward drift of comrades Rees and 
German, they are more likely to maintain 
their populist platitudes in order to con¬ 
solidate any newly acquired status. 

The coming weeks and the mn-up to 
the election do not motivate me much. 
However, unless our organisation de¬ 
cides otherwise, the motion passed at 
the last aggregate currently forms CPGB 
policy. Myself and other members are 
therefore duty-bound to seriously work 
for its aims. Yet I am increasingly finding 
any ‘inspiration’ for campaigning for a 
vote for Respect comes in the fact that a 
better alternative is yet to materialise. 
Nagging doubts about our intervention 
remain and attempting to win any part of 
Respect to our politics seems unlikely, 
given the dominance of the SWP. 

Bob Davies 
Swansea 

Right move 

Well done, Marcus Strom and the CPGB 
for standing up to the islamophobic, sec¬ 
tarian muddleheads in the so-called De¬ 
mocracy Platform of the Socialist Alliance 
(otherwise known as “the tail that seeks 
to wag the Socialist Workers Party dog”). 

Respect is an attempt to get out of the 
utterly marginal status that has bedevil¬ 
led the British Marxist left historically. 
There has never been anything ap¬ 
proaching a mass Marxist party in Brit¬ 
ain - as there was in just about every 
other major European country in the 
1920s. When the Comintern was first 


established, Lenin and the Bolsheviks 
regarded the CPGB as a “complete fail¬ 
ure”. While virtually the whole of the 
French Socialist Party joined the 
Comintern, en bloc, the CPGB could only 
muster a few thousands. While it was 
still revolutionary, the party was a joke 
in real political terms - as opposed to the 
never-never land inhabited by the small- 
minded, sectarian British left. 

Now the immediate objective of Re¬ 
spect is to recmit 10,000 members in the 
next few months. This might seem like a 
sizeable number to many on the left to¬ 
day. However, it doesn’t even register on 
the scale of serious political forces. Even 
Rifondazione Comunista, which claims 
over 100,000 members and has an activ¬ 
ist base of perhaps 20,000, is seen as still 
only marginal in Italy. The British far left 
sometimes forgets how utterly irrelevant 
and impotent it is, as it squabbles bitterly 
over this or that hotly disputed issue. 
But it is time they realised that they are 
talking only to themselves. 

It is hardly surprising that the left has 
been so puny historically since it has 
been living in the heart of the imperialist 
monster. There have always been 
enough financial resources to buy off, 
neutralise or distract key sectors of the 
working class. The British left has his¬ 
torically been swamped by a sea of sub¬ 
urban Mr Joneses on one side and an 
ocean of tabloid-reading Alf Garnetts on 
the other. Meanwhile, the majority of the 
class-conscious working class van¬ 
guard ignored what the far left had to 
say: it was otherwise engaged - at the 
football match, watching mindless, es¬ 
capist TV, in a semi-permanent state of 
inebriation, or busy playing with its cars 
and hi-tech toys. 

The fact of the matter is that people 
only turn to revolutionary parties when 
they are desperate; when their backs are 
to the wall. Things never quite got to that 
stage in the gradualist, reformist British 
working class. There has only ever been 
one general strike and that was so long 
ago that hardly anyone remembers it. 
Historically, there were too many checks 
and balances in the system to allow 
things to get to that stage. The far left 
was suspended on the shore in splen¬ 
did isolation. 

The task before the British left today 
is to wake up at least a part of the broad 
working class vanguard and get its at¬ 
tention. And there are signs that it is 
beginning to happen. Branches of the 
RMT are affiliating to Respect. There are 
signs of life in the other public sector 
unions too: PCS, CWU and FBU. Some 
of these unions may change their rules 
to allow for the democratisation of their 
political fund. 

Why are union branches affiliating 
now to Respect and not before to the 
SA? I think the answer is that, while SA 
was a very worthy attempt to fight back, 
it never really succeeded in breaking out 
of the left ghetto. Perhaps it was too busy 
perfecting its beautifully pristine pro- 


Fighting fund 

Don’t let us down 


A week into our May fund and not a 
penny received via the post. Disap¬ 
pointing doesn’t come into it. 

Fortunately though, we don’t rely 
entirely on Royal Mail to bring us good 
news. I see from our latest bank state¬ 
ment that our standing order contribu¬ 
tors have again come up with the 
goods this week. Special thanks go to 
KG for his regular-as-clockwork £100, 
while mention must also be made of 
comrades DO and PC (£10). Not for¬ 
getting our comrades in the Revolu¬ 
tionary Democratic Group, whose £40 
has also landed safely in our account. 

That gives us a total of £160 towards 
our £500 target - but obviously we 


could do with a bit of help from other 
quarters. If you can’t manage a stand¬ 
ing order, then at least send us a one- 
off cheque or postal order. And how 
about all you internet readers? No 
less than 10,040 logged on to the 
CPGB’s website last week, but none 
of them left us a donation via PayPal. 

Comrades, £500 is the absolute 
minimum we need each and every 
month. Please don’t let us down • 
Robbie Rix 


Ask for a bankers order form, 
or send cheques, payable to 
Weekly Worker 


Letters, BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX • Tel: 020 8965 0659 • Fax: 020 8961 9193 • weeklyworker@cpgb.org.uk • www.cpgb.org.uk 
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ACTION 


gramme and constitution and not suffi¬ 
ciently engaged in reaching out to the 
broader workers’ vanguard and the 
Asian community? The Iraq war has 
certainly had an effect. It has woken up 
a layer of the vanguard and the Asian 
community. And quantity is beginning 
to turn into quality in the struggle of the 
public sector unions against Blair’s neo¬ 
liberal assault. 

It would be nice to think that, for once 
in its long and unlucky history, the Brit¬ 
ish left might seize an opportunity and 
mn with it: try to get a mass opposition 
off the ground and then bend it into 
shape as it does so, instead of waiting 
for a perfectly-formed workers’ party to 
fall from the skies. 

If the whole of the British far left were 
to put everything it has got into building 
Respect, there is a undoubtedly a possi¬ 
bility of success. But my fear is that a part 
of the left is congenitally incapable of 
doing so. At any rate, I am glad to see that 
the CPGB has made the right move. 

S Gonzalez 
email 

Bickering 

Whether Respect succeeds or not. how 
do you break the cycle of the left con¬ 
sisting of small parties and talking to it¬ 
self, while there is a much wider audience 
alien to Marxism? 

The Bolshevik Party had only 23,000 
members after the February revolution, 
and there were only three million work¬ 
ers in a population of 150 million in Rus¬ 
sia. With approximately 23 million 
workers in Britain, we need to start off 
with at least a party of 250,000 members 
if the Bolshevik model is anything to go 
by. But people joining leftwing parties 
don’t grow on trees. 

Reformism and anarcho-radicalism do 
not have any answers to the problems 
of capitalism. However, while in times of 
upturn in the struggle, something like 
Respect may initially be successful, there 
will come a time when the left has to de¬ 
marcate class politics. And if it fails, then 
at least it will be able to draw in members. 

So it’s not really a question of the Pov¬ 
erty of philosophy, just one of the pov¬ 
erty of left organisations arguing over 


T he two-day sUike by members of 
the Public and Commercial Serv¬ 
ices Union working in the Department 
for Work and Pensions will go ahead 
on April 13 and 14 - despite the claim 
of DWP permanent secretary Sir Ri¬ 
chard Mottram that "the dispute is 
over”. 

He dismissed the PCSU action in 
support of its pay claim as “pointless”, 
since the department has now imposed 
the second phase - just as it had the 
first in November. It has also imposed 
a new appraisal scheme, which will fur¬ 
ther hit pay packets. All this comes on 
top of the major job cuts announced in 
last month’s budget. The DWP em¬ 
ploys 140,000 staff, of which around 
93,000 are union members (an increase 
of some 11,000 since last October). 

Management has not moved on ei¬ 
ther salaries or appraisal since the last 
strike in February, but the pay offer 
made then has been rejected out of 
hand by the union’s DWP executive. 
Management says it amounts to 5%, 
while tire union is claiming the offer is 
only worth 2.6%. In reality it would 
probably work out at about 3.5% on 
average. Management is offering fur¬ 
ther talks on appraisal, but insists that 
in the meantime die new scheme must 
come into effect. 

Whereas under the old system 
most members would expect at least a 
B marking, now under ‘relative assess¬ 
ment’ the majority will only qualify for 
a C. Instead of judging each individual 
solely on ‘merit’ (whatever the obvi- 


their brand of Marxism. When the might 
of the working class moves, will there be 
a proper revolutionary socialist party 
waiting for them or a tiny, bickering left 
pursuing their own agendas? 

Frank Kavanagh 
email 

Shove Respect 

I have to say after reading two articles 
regarding Respect (‘Vote Respect’ and 
‘South West: yes to republic’, March 
25), I am more inclined than ever not to 
vote for them. 

According to the report-back from the 
South West Respect convention, the 
West Midlands prospective candidate, 
Majid Khan supposedly endorsed ‘gen¬ 
der segregation’. If this is a Uue account 
of the meeting and what was actually 
said, then did anyone challenge this sex¬ 
ist claptrap? Or have people lost their 
critical minds? Did members of the CPGB 
challenge the content of Majid Khan’s 
speech as well as challenging Galloway 
et al on why the demand for a republic 
was rejected at the Respect founding 
conference? Or did people just ignore 
these comments? 

I understand the arguments made by 
Marcus Strom in his article regarding 
why people should vote for Respect, but 
as a socialist feminist I just cannot stom¬ 
ach voting for a bunch of people who 
are willing to ignore these kind of offen¬ 
sive views being made in the name of 
Respect. 

Well, so much for equality and the re¬ 
spect for women. I am still undecided 
about who will get my vote but, as re¬ 
gards Respect, they can shove it. 

Louise Whittle 

Brixton 

Auto-Labourism 

The SWP’s internal mailing sent out just 
before the anti-war demo on March 20 
makes very interesting reading, not sim¬ 
ply for its less than wholehearted com¬ 
mitment to Respect highlighted by Jack 
Conrad ( Weekly Worker March 25). 

Leading SWPer Chris Bambery 
rounds off the email with this passage: 
“Prescott might try and scare Labour 


ous problems with this), management is 
now insisting that no more than 10% can 
be awarded an A marking and no more 
than 30% can qualify for a B. As each 
individual’s annual pay award is linked 
to these ‘box markings’, 60% of members 
will be held to the lowest rise. By linking 
a greater proportion of the pay packet 
to individual performance, management 
hopes to stymie collective resistance 
and sideline the union. 

Our boycott of the imposed scheme 
has been biting. Appraisals should 
have been carried out in March, but the 
vast majority were not done thanks to 
the members' action. This caused some¬ 
thing of a crisis for management and 
there will now undoubtedly be a test of 
wills, since the employer is now stating 
that cooperation with the new system 
is a requirement of the job. It remains to 
be seen whether members will stand firm 
and continue refusing to cooperate with 
their appraisal interviews, etc, under this 
threat of discipline. 

Unfortunately, however, the Socialist 
Party-dominated union leadership in the 
DWP has no strategy for winning the 
dispute. After a two-month gap since 
the last 48-hour strike, we are simply re¬ 
peating the tactic, with no idea of where 
we go afterwards. The work to mle has 
had some effect in social security offices 
and pension centres, but in job centres 
it has been much more limited because 
of the nature of the work. 

We in the left opposition Socialist 
Caucus have been arguing that the gap 
between walkouts was far too long. We 


voters by saying a vote for Respect is a 
vote for Michael Howard, but the Tories 
cannot win the Euro or GLA elections. 
We will never have a better chance to 
punish Blair!” 

If it is safe to vote for Respect now be¬ 
cause the Tories are only just beginning 
the long climb out of then electoral hole, 
what about when they are clearly a vi¬ 
able election force again? Will the SWP 
- in keeping with its history - simply cave 
in to the pressure to ‘keep the Tories out’ 
and revert to their previous auto-Labour- 
ism every election time? 

Precisely because the Respect project 
does not seem to go beyond the task of 
‘punishing’ Blair in June, this sort of 
political collapse remains a danger. Per¬ 
haps - in this sense - Respect will one 
day be viewed not simply as the SWP’s 
vehicle for ditching the Socialist Alliance 
and the project of left unity it implied, but 
also its way back to supporting Labour 
at the ballot box? 

Ted Lewis 
London 

Demoralisation 

The chance of Galloway, Rees and 
Lavalette being elected as MEPs is pretty 
much zero, and the Weekly Worker should 
say so. The real danger of Respect is the 
high level of demoralisation that might take 
place after the June elections. 

Jim Padmore 
email 

Green recruit 

As a socialist, gay and human rights 
campaigner, I have decided to join the 
Green Party, which, unlike Respect, is 
grassroots and democratic. 

The Green Party’s Manifesto for a sus¬ 
tainable society incorporates all the key 
socialist values. It rejects privatisation, 
free market economics and globalisation; 
it embodies a strong commitment to pub¬ 
lic ownership, workers’ rights, economic 
democracy, progressive taxation, and the 
redisUibution of wealth and power. 

The Greens’ manifesto has the unique 
advantage of modernising this anti-capi¬ 
talist agenda in ways that can help avert 
the looming ecological catastrophe of 


have also suggested more imaginative 
forms of industrial action. Something like 
a half-day walkout for a whole week 
would be more effective. After two days 
out, members return and slowly work 
their way through tire backlog until they 
catch up. We have also argued for week- 
long actions in particular sections of the 
DWP, allowing for workers to receive 
strike pay. This would certainly hit man¬ 
agement’s targets. 

Because of tire lack of imagination and 
sUategy - Mark Serwotka, for example, 
talks about a “long haul” - members are 
not necessarily inspired that we are go¬ 
ing to win, which could mean some fall¬ 
ing away of support. There is no real 
feeling for all-out action at present, but 
it might become necessary - and possi¬ 
ble - if our members can see we have a 
viable strategy. As many are so poorly 
paid, they do not have big savings and 
would find extended strikes difficult. 

That is why it is doubly unfortunate that 
the union has failed to contribute to 
branch hardship funds. I have proposed 
that a one-off payment of £1 per member 
should be paid to branches from centtal 
funds. A lump sum of. say, £500 paid to a 
branch would enable it to deal with cases 
of particular hardship. But instead of in¬ 
vesting £93,000 in this way, the union has 
preferred to spend £80,000 on a shopping 
guide and £40,000 on gold badges for 
long service to the PCSU. 

A commitment by the union leader¬ 
ship to contribute to hardship funds 
would send out a message to members 
and management alike that it is serious 


global wanning, resource depletion, bio¬ 
sphere pollution and species extinction. 
It is anti-privatisation, anti-war and anti¬ 
globalisation. No socialist can disagree 
with that. 

Peter Tatchell 
London 

Patience 

Readers of the Weekly Worker will al¬ 
ready be aware that Ron ‘moment of 
madness’ Davies has joined Forward 
Wales. This is the small group founded 
by John Marek, the former Labour Welsh 
assembly member. 

Interestingly, Davies told BBC Wales 
that he had joined this new organisation 
to help fill the “vacuum” in Welsh poli¬ 
tics. Plaid Cymru, which poses to the left 
of Labour here, were “just disqualifying 
themselves for serious consideration” 
because of their “continuing dalliance 
with the idea of independence” 
(www.bbc.co.uk. February 23). 

I was wondering where this flat rejec¬ 
tion of independence leaves Mark 
Davies and his mates in the left nation¬ 
alist grouplet, Cymru Goch. Comrades 
will recall that this nasty little sect con¬ 
spired to exclude what they despicably 
dubbed the “Brit left” (ie, non-national¬ 
ists) from the Marek-hosted ‘summer 
gathering’ of the left in Wales last year. 
This paper exposed their sordid tittle plot 
and printed email exchanges where they 
made clear then real agenda in what sub¬ 
sequently became Forward Wales. 

Essentially, comrade Marek - not a 
nationalist by political inclination - was 
to act as a host organism for the para¬ 
site, Cymru Goch. CG’s Mark Davies put 
it pretty bluntly: “Marek is a left Labour¬ 
ite and will remain one despite his or¬ 
ganisational break with Labour - we have 
to be realistic about this and take him as 
far as we can. He retires in less than four 
years time - I’m a patient person” ( Weekly 
Worker September 11 2003). 

Given Ron Davies’s recruitment to 
FW, it looks like Mark might have to be 
patient a tittle while longer. Or do he and 
his left-nat chums have another cunning 
plan for a short cut to the big time? 
Tom Long 
Aberdare 


about winning the dispute. It would 
also act as a boost to encourage 
branches to raise funds themselves. 
Some are already collecting money -1 
have just come back from a trades 
council meeting where I urged other 
unions to support us - but an injec¬ 
tion from headquarters would have 
given a kick-start. After all, with 
300,000 members the PCSU has in ex¬ 
cess of £2 million coming in every 
month. 

The majority of those members are 
women and we have a large number 
of part-timers, but they are equally 
supportive of the action. However, a 
two-day strike can have a dispropor¬ 
tionate effect on part-timers - perhaps 
the two days fall when a particular in¬ 
dividual is off work anyway or perhaps 
they coincide with two of their three 
days at work that week. It is made more 
difficult, of course, by the fact that only 
two-thirds of DWP staff are in the 
union, despite the recent increase in 
membership. 

However, our biggest handicap is 
the absence of any viable strategy on 
the part of the leadership. Elections to 
the executive are taking place in May 
and this fact is hanging over the con¬ 
duct of the dispute. On the one hand, 
the leadership does not want to be 
seen to call the action, but, on the 
other, there is a fear of trying to take it 
forward - failure costs votes • 

Lee Rock 
PCSU London regional 
organiser, DWP 


London Communist 
Forums 

Sunday April 11 - no forum. 

Sunday April 18,5pm - ‘The methodo¬ 
logical unity of science and ideology’, 
using Istvan Meszaros’s The power 
of ideology as a study guide. 
Diorama Arts Centre, 34 Osnaburgh 
Street, London NW1 (nearest tubes: 
Regents Park, Great Portland Street). 

No more WMD 

London to Aldermaston march, Easter 
2004. Starts with rally, Trafalgar Square, 
Friday April 9; march via Southall, 
Slough and Reading; ends bank holi¬ 
day Monday, April 12 with demon¬ 
stration at Aldermaston atomic 
weapons establishment, Berkshire. 
Aldermaston 2004, c/o AWPC, 18 
Greenway Road, Bristol BS6 6SG; 
www.aldermaston2004.net; 
info @ aldermaston2004.net 
Called by Campaign for Nuclear Dis¬ 
armament, Aldermaston Women’s 
Peace Camp and other local groups. 

Labour Left Briefing 

Annual general meeting, Saturday 
April 24, 10.30am to 5.30pm, 
Hungerford School, Hungerford 
Road, London N7. 

020 8985 6597; grahambash@gn. 
apc.org 

Defend asylum- 
seekers 

Meeting to establish united coalition 
in defence of asylum-seekers, Satur¬ 
day April 24, 2pm. School of Oriental 
and African Studies, Room 116, first 
floor, main building (nearest tubes: 
Euston, Warren Street, Goodge 
Street). Discussion of draft Unite 
Against Fascism leaflet. 

Organised by Committee to Defend 
Asylum-Seekers, BCM Box 4289, 
London WC1N 3XX; 07941 566183; 
info @ defend-asylum.org 

CPGB history 

Exhibition: The story of the Commu¬ 
nist Party of Great Britain. Tuesday- 
Sunday, 11am to 4.30pm. Ends 
Sunday April 25. Entrance: £1; chil¬ 
dren and concessions: free. First Fri¬ 
day of the month: ‘Bluffer’s guide to 
CPGB’ tour. 

0161-839 6061; karenm@peoples- 
historymuseum.org.uk 

Long live May Day 

March and rally, Saturday May 1. 
Assemble Clerkenwell Green, 12 noon, 
for march to Trafalgar Square. Speak¬ 
ers include Ken Livingstone, Frances 
O’Grady (deputy general secretary 
TUC), Globalise Resistance, Stop the 
War Coalition. 

Organised by London May Day Or¬ 
ganising Committee, c/o GFTU, Cen¬ 
tral House, Upper Woburn Place, 
London WC1H 0HY. Sponsors in¬ 
clude Sertuc, Unison, TGWU, GR. 
STWC. 

Labour 

Representation 

Committee 

Founding conference, Saturday July 
3,9am to 4pm, TUC Congress House. 
LRC, PO Box 44178, London SW6 
4DX; 020 7736 6297. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Demo¬ 
cratic Group, email rdgroup@- 
yahoo.com 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the 
struggle going. Put our Party’s name 
and address, together with the amount 
you wish to leave, in your will. If you 
need further help, do not hesitate to 
contact us. 


PCSU: Winning strategy needed 
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MINERS’ GREAT STRIKE 


Tabloid websites 

Migrant 
horror stories 

A nother week, and yet another bout of tabloid scaremongering. 
But this time these xenophobes have claimed the scalp of 
immigration minister Beverly Hughes, and are now attempting 
to take a few swings at Blair and Blunkett with their asylum bludgeon. 
While communists and revolutionary socialists will not be shedding 
any tears over the departure of Blunkett’s erstwhile protege, this 
must be seen for what it is: a victory for the most reactionary elements 
of British society. 

Our foam-flecked friends at the Daily Mail are no doubt proud to 
have consistently fought for the defence of backward values. It has in 
the past ranted against the evils of the internet after all, seeing it as a 
base from which ‘extremists’ and pornographers can plot the down¬ 
fall of western civilisation. This probably explains the lacklustre site 
maintained in its name (www.dailymail.co.uk). Viewers are assured 
that “we are developing our exciting new websites...” In the mean¬ 
time, we have to put up with selected “highlights” such as the patron¬ 
ising nonsense of its Femail pages. Wading through the David Beck¬ 
ham gossip, you might come across the discussion board among the 
site’s features - so at least space for a communist response to the 
Mail’s hate-filled rhetoric is theoretically available. The paper’s page 
itself is really an online pitch for taking out a virtual subscription. At 
£4.94 for a week, it would be cheaper to buy the print edition. 

The Daily Express website is even worse (www.express.co.uk). It 
features a scan of today’s edition, plus a few selected news items 
culled from its pages. No prizes for guessing how far up the list the 
‘Blair hosts immigration summit’ story is. Other than this there is 
nothing else to do, other than rattle off a message to the editor (or 
rather the hack responsible for opening email). 

The website of its downmarket reactionary twin, the Daily Star 
(www.dailystar.co.uk) follows the same corporate template. It is, 
however, a rather strange beast. This rag’s print edition is known for 
heavily featuring celebrity news stories (that tend to be several days 
out of date), even when the rest of the press is occupied with major 
news events. So why is it that ‘Latest headlines’ deal with ‘proper’ 
news? Is it an attempt to give The Star a serious veneer? I doubt it. Top 
billing here goes to immigration - again. I guess this move provides its 
online scapegoating with a consistently ‘serious’ news image. Perhaps 
even The Star would balk at featuring an anti-migrant diatribe 
alongside a feature on H from Steps. 

For The Sun (www.thesun.co.uk), immigration is not featured 
prominently because the spotlight is hogged by the status of Beck¬ 
ham’s marriage. Always trust The Sun to lead with the important 
issues. It is on the (lunatic?) fringe of the site where we find the latest 
rant from the deeply unpleasant Richard Littlejohn. Exercising our 
self-styled ‘wit’ when I visited was the arrest of Ahmed Ali Khan, a 
suspect picked up in last week’s anti-terror dragnet. Apparently 10 
years ago, while he was still at school, he “wanted to follow in the 
footsteps of the world’s worst terrorist”. I can only assume Littlejohn 
is talking about Osama bin Laden, as his column is not normally noted 
for denouncing George W Bush. Just for good measure, the announce¬ 
ment that Trevor Phillips of the Commission for Racial Equality has 
come to regard multiculturalism as divisive is seized on for a rant 
against the “fascist left”. That Littlejohn provides no source evidence 
for the “anti-British bigot” attack on Phillips he moans about comes as 
no surprise. 

Unusually, the present ‘Sun says’ editorial was muted, preferring to 
dwell on Europe, taxes, and the “controversy” over its royal photogra¬ 
pher. You can search the online archives for the xenophobic content it 
is infamous for, but disgracefully you have to pay for access. Search¬ 
ing the rest of the current edition only turns up a couple of items. The 
first is a selection of dated letters on the Romanian migrants ‘scan¬ 
dal’, under a “Readers are appalled” headline; the other is a report 
from last week’s prime minister’s questions. 

The Daily Mirror (www.mirror.co.uk) acquired an undeserved 
leftwing reputation during the war in Iraq, but like the Lib Dems it 
began supporting ‘our boys’ as soon as the shooting started. However, 
compared with the above, The Mirror stands out as a forum of 
progressive ideas. Alone among the tabloids it does not systemati¬ 
cally engage in migrant-bashing. That said, it does not combat the 
reactionary filth the others print either. For that, revolutionaries must 
for the time being rely on our own fragmented and infrequent press • 

Phil Hamilton 



Forgive and 

forget? 

What should the attitude of militants to the strikebreakers of 
1984-85? Dave Douglass, branch secretary of Hatfield Main 
National Union of Mineworkers, looks at the whole range of 
emotional, tactical, principled and opportunistic responses 


S cabs - blacklegs, strikebreakers 
- occupy a special place in the 
culture of mining communities. 
By their nature pit communities 
are tight, closed and exude collective 
norms, principles and identity. The un¬ 
ion and thereby the common strength 
of our labour power - our bargaining 
position - is only as strong as its weak¬ 
est link. When the pit makes up its col¬ 
lective mind, that is our view: we speak 
with one voice. Management, owners 
and government would be forced to rec¬ 
ognise that they were dealing with a 
centralised force, whose negotiators and 
delegates spoke not for themselves, but 
for the whole. 

To have someone break ranks, defy 
the stand of their workmates and neigh¬ 
bours and go it alone goes right against 
the grain of our collective identity and 
social bonds. On a personal level it is an 
act of great affront, rejecting past friend¬ 
ships, shared hardships and triumphs 
and hopes for improvement. To have a 
member of a family work when their rela¬ 
tives were striking is tantamount to turn¬ 
ing their back on the family and its 
self-respect and self-worth. 

So within the solid union pit commu¬ 
nities abandoning the strike was seen as 
much more than just ‘going to work’: pit 
communities have long memories. The 
matt who blacklegged in 1926, a young 
teenager at the time, was still ostracised 
from clubs and welfare facilities within 
the Hatfield pit community of the 1970s. 
During the great 84-85 strike communi¬ 
ties like Doncaster were fiercely loyal to 
the union and proud of their reputation 
for solidarity. They held firm and scab- 
free until die August of 84, when the state 
opened up its second front against the 
miners, and a concerted effort was made 
to get a handful of scabs in at each pit, 
to draw our fire away from Nodingham 
and the wharfs. 

When news went round the pit com¬ 
munities based on Hatfield pit. for exam¬ 
ple, sheer disbelief, followed by 
all-consuming rage, erupted. Our task, 
however, was not to simply wreak re¬ 
venge on whoever it was, but to actu¬ 
ally talk them out of their anti-social 
actions - it needed nipping in the bud. 
Our union secretary was allowed access 
to the two scabs, one of which agreed 
to rejoin the strike and walked through 
the hostile though silent ranks of the 
crowds who had gathered. The other 
withdrew but was only biding his time. 
The pit lay scab-free for weeks after that, 
and when the new influx began our 
strategy was again to discover who they 
were and persuade them to stop. The 
officials of the branch were given licence 
to keep names of scab suspects secret, 
in order to grant them amnesty and ano¬ 
nymity. Sitting talking to strikebreakers, 
who had broken ranks for possibly one 
or two days was a harrowing experience, 
charged with guilt, potential violence 
and the threat of mutual retribution. 

On a number of occasions we talked 
men out of their actions and they re¬ 
joined the strike. One man came clean, 
publicly made a self-criticism, rejoined 
the strike, supported picket lines and 
worked tirelessly in the wood yard, col¬ 


lecting and preparing logs for distribu¬ 
tion to families. He was accepted back 
into the fold as a man who had made a 
mistake, but learned his lesson. It was 
the diehards, the men who refused am¬ 
nesty, who refused our hand in renewed 
friendship despite what they had done, 
who turned their back on us. For these 
men the hate lives on; for these handful 
there would be no forgiveness - not here 
anyway. 

As the strike wore on, and poverty set 
in, internal frictions, jealousies, suspi¬ 
cions started to bite. Why could this 
family afford a babysitter six months into 
tiie strike? That man at the meeting - he 
isn’t on strike: he’s on the sick; he’s get¬ 
ting money. Or, it’s all right for him - his 
wife works behind the bar of the club. 
The label ‘scab’ could be attached to 
almost anyone, on the slightest of sus¬ 
picions, and might stick long after it had 
been disproved. An ex-miner coal mer¬ 
chant, delivering coal on the ‘docket’ 
system to exempted pensioners or folk 
with young families, was labelled a scab 
and driven out of business and out of 
the community despite his clearance 
from strike HQ. Anyone who had de¬ 
fended him, drank with him, became pro¬ 
tectors of scabs too. A kind of collective 
intolerance was not far below the sur¬ 
face of genuine resistance. 

The temi ‘scab’ was marshalled later 
to mark a line in the sand on other issues. 
Miners who refused to follow safety 
rules and dodged safeguards to make 
money we dubbed ‘safety scabs’. Min¬ 
ers who were kicking the doors in to get 
redundancy and “shut the fucking pit”, 
we deemed ‘redundo scabs’. A more 
cutting term you could not devise and 
its deployment required caution be¬ 
cause of its lasting and damaging effects 
- although some on the left, markedly the 
Spartacist League, or Sparts, used it 
freely, regardless of facts of circum¬ 
stance. In a word you could demolish a 
militant’s credentials, shout it, print it: 
you did not need to prove it. It marked 
them out as the sort of labour movement 
diehard, while the accused was less than 
perfect, possibly even in reality a class 
enemy. It is a charge the working class 
takes seriously, and is therefore a dan¬ 
gerous slander to wield. 

At the end of the strike it is hue to say 
an ambivalent position towards scabs 
emerged. On tire one hand, we had whole 
areas which predominantly worked - 
some throughout the entire duration of 
tiie strike, hi Yorkshire pits too there were 
strong minorities who had scabbed for 
long periods, particularly in some North 
Yorkshire pits. 

At Hatfield we marched back to work, 
1,300-strong, to a pit with 23 scabs. At 
fust we refused to work with them, and 
the pit was on and off strike for weeks. 
They were still members of the branch, 
however! I refused to represent them, but 
the secretary, under protest and in order 
to allow conciliation to continue and to 
stop the officials being prosecuted un¬ 
der the law for illegal industrial conduct, 
agreed to do so. We put them into the 
internal disciplinary procedure in order 
to have them expelled from the union. We 
tabled resolutions to NUM Council call¬ 


ing on all men who had scabbed to be 
expelled from tiie union. We were warned 
by the Yorkshire area leadership and 
others that we were courting a road to 
disaster. To expel hundreds, maybe thou¬ 
sands from the NUM, and we were open¬ 
ing the gates to recruitment for the 
Union of Democratic Mineworkers in 
Yorkshire. In the north-east the mechan¬ 
ics had done just that - expelled all who 
had worked. They formed themselves 
into a rival union of blacklegs, and the 
Nottingham scabs affiliated to it. 

The battle for which type of union 
would organise tiie miners was on na¬ 
tionwide. After all, it was vitally impor¬ 
tant to remember what the big picture 
was about. Margaret Thatcher’s plan 
was not so much the liquidation of the 
coal industry as the defeat and destruc¬ 
tion of the NUM in order to sell the coal 
industry as a profitable and tamed con¬ 
cern to her mates in the City. The weaker 
we allowed the NUM, as the national 
organising body of tiie British miners, to 
become, the more we were playing her 
game. Scabs or no scabs, we had to call 
on all miners to join the NUM. Arthur 
Scatgill made the impassioned plea that 
there was room for all within the NUM - 
except Lynk, Prendergast and Greatrex, 
who were the organisers of the strike¬ 
breakers. This meant we appealed to 
former scabs not to join the UDM, as the 
breakaway was to become, but stay with 
the NUM. 

At pit level, we agreed to work with 
them, though not talk to them or frater¬ 
nise with them. On one occasion I was 
deployed to a mountainous spillage of 
coal, together with a scab. His family had 
disowned him and he was ostracised 
throughout tiie village, where his family 
were well known union stalwarts. For 
hours we tried choking each other with 
dust, as we filled the coals into two enor¬ 
mous barrows, wheeled it to a hole in the 
floor and tipped it onto a belt some 20 
feet below. I seriously weighed up tiie 
chances of kicking him into the hole as 
he tipped the barrow, I was restrained 
from the action not by the chances of 
my killing him, but the fear he might live. 

In the baths they were still attacked, 
in the car park their cars were still 
smashed, on the walls down the pit they 
were vilified in chalk and felt tip. Most 
were driven out and moved away by the 
NCB, but in pits with a strong strike¬ 
breaker minority it was different. Scabs 
not only stayed in the union: they stood 
for branch office, and some were elected! 

When the Doncaster NUM panel 
merged with the former South Yorkshire 
panel to create a single South Yorkshire 
alliance of the most militant pits in Brit¬ 
ain, we had the shock discovery that one 
of the South Yorkshire secretaries was a 
man who had had scabbed along with a 
large number of his workmates, but been 
elected as a branch official despite this - 
maybe even, given the number of men 
who had done likewise, because of it. 
Doncaster walked out. In a furious and 
heated debate in the car park tiie Don¬ 
caster delegates debated that we were 
perhaps walking away from the main 
task at hand - preserving and rebuilding 
the NUM for our futures and the people 
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we represented. This was tactics over 
principle, or perhaps a stronger princi¬ 
ple overriding deep and passionate 
emotions which would have led us the 
other way. We agreed to retake our seats 
within the joint panel - including the 
Bentley secretary whose two sons were 
in jail for picketing offences, and Tony 
Clegg, a miner sacked from Hatfield and 
blacklisted for making a stand against 
just such scabs. We had to do it, dis¬ 
tasteful though it was. 

A little later Hatfield branch respond¬ 
ing to the call from the South African 
NUM for a boycott of South African 
coal, organised a march and rally to the 
wharfs where the coal was being landed, 
as it had right through the strike. The 
wharfs had been a battleground between 
scabbing dockers and truck drivers and 
our efforts to block them and close them 
down. I was arrested and given a bad 
time physically during my incarceration 
during one of our mass sorties to these 
wharfs. The march was supported by 
almost every branch in Yorkshire and 
preceded by a big banner calling for 
solidarity with the black miners of the 
South African NUM and shouting slo¬ 
gans against generalised import controls. 

The Sparts responded to this magnifi¬ 
cent demo with the news that this was a 
‘scab, racist march to a scab wharf’. 
Apparently they had discovered the 
former scab NUM official leading his 
branch on the march. The ‘scab wharf’ 
slag was a bit more problematic: we were 
not, after all, going there for tea - we were 
going to protest. That it was a scab wharf 
was the point! The march was apparently 
racist since it called for a blockade of 
black miners’ coal! This despite our pro¬ 
tests that this was a march in solidarity 
with the miners of South Africa who had 
called for the boycott. Suddenly we were 
on the wrong side of the ‘scab’ slag. 

But it was to get worse. Around 87 a 
furious unofficial strike swept the coal¬ 
field. in protest at the introduction of the 
NCB’s new disciplinary code. Frickley 


colliery was at the centre of the storm - 
the pickets with the wind in their hair 
were stopping all that moved. Hatfield 
was undergoing its annual shutdown 
fortnight: the pit was on holiday. It was 
on care and maintenance only, with a 
skeleton crew and no coal produced. 
Notwithstanding this, the pickets still 
arrived for the day shift, and a furious 
argument ensued. The pickets were al¬ 
lowing pits, including their own. to have 
safety cover. For Hatfield to be picketed 
out would mean that the strike was be¬ 
ing made to bite harder here than any 
other pits, because more or less the only 
men who were working were those on 
essential safety and maintenance work. 

A well built Hatfield union official told 
the men to cross the lines and go to work. 
No-one did. I was sent for and after ar¬ 
guments in which we asked the pickets 
to withdraw, given our situation, this was 
not forthcoming so we accepted that, de¬ 
spite our disagreements, Hatfield miners 
would not cross picket lines and the men 
started to walk off home. A hurried pick¬ 
ets’ meeting agreed, since no coal was 
being turned and on an assurance that 
no coal would be produced, to withdraw. 

Imagine my shock when the headline 
in the Sparts’ Workers Hammer pro¬ 
claimed that I had told Hatfield miners to 
cross picket lines and go to work! That 
I had encouraged men to scab! Some of 
the Frickley pickets who only knew me 
by reputation, and thought that went 
with a physique to match, had, it seems, 
mistaken the big union official (actually 
a branch committee man called Brian 
Roberts) for my much smaller-framed 
self. 

The committee man was later 
brought before the branch, and apolo¬ 
gised for his actions. The branch re¬ 
affirmed its standing policy that we 
did not under any circumstances 
cross picket lines. It mattered not what 
the facts were, however: the ‘scab’ tag 
would be spread across the world and 
my reputation as a union militant and 


communist muddied, as if this were 
some mild insult you could just bandy 
about at will. The right wing of the 
union thought it was hilarious. At a 
mass meeting at Kellingly they were 
heard to say, taking the piss: “Dave 
Douglass is a secret rightwinger’’. The 
Sparts, overhearing this, printed it in 
the next edition of their paper, as if it 
was the serious conclusion of the 
miners’ rank and file. 

Slander is quite the forte of this group, 
as we witnessed again recently. The 
memorial for two victims of the Great 
Strike, Davie Jones and Joe Green, saw 
the Sparts distributing their 20th anni¬ 
versary leaflets. “Where’s your scabby 
paper?’’ they asked me. Scabby paper? 
"The paper you write for, the Weekly 
Worker - it supported the scabs’ call for 
a ballot!” they told evetyone who would 
listen. The leaflet went on to include 
Workers Power in the charge of joining 
the other side during the strike. That we 
had disagreements over the need or not 
for a ballot is clear, but the facts are that 
the comrades of The Leninist , forerun¬ 
ner of the Weekly Worker, did not ‘bal¬ 
lot-monger’ us, and did not make this a 
centre of their propaganda during the 
strike. And I do not recall Workers 
Power, with whom I had many disagree¬ 
ments during the strike, ever raising the 
question. They may have, but it certainly 
was not a condition for their support, 
which was unstinting and selfless. 

The Sparts’ charge that the Socialist 
Workers Party actually encouraged and 
defended scabbing will come as a shock 
to the rock-solid SWP miners at 
Markham and Frickley and elsewhere. 
According to the Sparts, SWP leader 
Tony Cliff publicly proclaimed they had 
members scabbing across the country 
in steel plants and power stations. When 
I raised this matter with some Newcastle 
comrades of the SWP at the time, they 
told me they did not fetishise picket lines 
- which was odd, because every SWP 
coalminer I had come across (and there 


were some) believed, as I do, that picket 
lines were sacrosanct. 

Pickets mark out the class line, but 
they must hold out at least the potential 
that we are actually trying to persuade 
or convince workers not to cross that 
line, or not to keep crossing it if they have 
already done so. This means you are 
actually asking them not simply to join 
you, but to rejoin you. We cannot really 
call on scabbing workers to rejoin the 
strike only to continue treating them as 
scabs if they do. That seems clear, if dif¬ 
ficult. 

The situation where scabs refused to 
rejoin us and scabbed throughout the 
strike, then rejoin the union afterwards, 
is a bit harder to swallow, yet that was 
the imperative which was upon us, as 
the UDM attempted to undermine and 
replace us as a union. I, along with oth¬ 
ers, with the approval of the Notts and 
Yorkshire area NUM leaderships, made 
repeated sorties into the scab coalfield 
at the end of the strike, attempting to win 
former scabs and current UDM members 
back into the NUM. They were trips far 
more scary and far more difficult than 
when I had journeyed there to call them 
out, or force them out. I addressed pub¬ 
lic meetings in halls full of former scabs. 
I spoke in pub rooms to UDM miners 
contemplating a mass desertion to the 
NUM, as the promise of an incoming 
Labour government seemed to hold out 
the prospect of total isolation for the 
UDM and enforced national recognition 
for the NUM. The incoming Labour 
government did not materialise, and the 
mass coming over did not either, but it 
had surely been worth a shot, despite 
the occasional slanderous attack that we 
were collaborating with the UDM, and 
the real physical danger we faced from 
revenge attacks. After all in Harworth, 
for example, I was talking to men whose 
canteen I had helped to smash up, 
whose police station we had bricked and 
whose cars we had turned over. 

That was then, this was now. It is 
not that the tactics were wrong the 
first time: just that in the new situation 
we had to change. At Harworth I dis¬ 
covered men who had worked 
throughout the whole 12 months of 
the strike and had stayed without 
question in the NUM, whilst others 
who had stuck out for 10 or 11 months 
on strike joined the UDM on their re¬ 
turn. “Who are the real scabs here?” 
I was asked on more than one occa¬ 
sion. I met men who thought they in 
Nottingham were not scabs, but the 
men who worked in Yorkshire were - 
the logic being our ballot had said 
‘yes’, while their ballot had said ‘no’. 
Did this approach to the Nottingham 
scabs mean I would now embrace the 
Hatfield scabs? Not on your life: this 
was a tactical necessity, not some act 
of universal forgiveness. 

The ‘retirement’ of Arthur Scargill, the 
imposition of a new rule book in York¬ 
shire, the gerrymandering of NUM con¬ 
ference to get a new set of mles through 
(using ‘rotten borough’ areas and de¬ 


ceased miners’ votes) and other scan¬ 
dalous bureaucratic devices has cleft the 
union again. There are those of us on a 
platfomi of rank and file democracy ver¬ 
sus those in the ‘idealise the bureaucrats 
and slavishly follow the leaders’ camp. 
The disputes have raged at their most 
bitter in Yorkshire, where the struggle for 
majorities, rules and positions have 
come down to branch allegiances and 
on which side the reps will stand. This 
had meant the struggle at branch level 
between the two factions has also at 
times been most bitter. 

At one particular pit the pro-bureauc¬ 
racy delegate was defeated. The new del¬ 
egate joined the side of those of us 
campaigning for democracy within the 
union. As we neared the time for area 
elections, which had themselves been 
subject to bureaucratic delay and legal 
consultations and were 12 months over¬ 
due, so the numbers game became most 
crucial. Suddenly the new delegate was 
identified as a ‘scab’ and those in our 
camp as ‘scab lovers’. Through means 
which may prove to have been out of 
order and are the subject to ongoing 
appeals, this man was removed as del¬ 
egate and replaced with the previous 
representative by a handful of officials. 

The argument about his removal ac¬ 
tually revolved around constitutional 
issues, masking the underlying bat¬ 
tle over how one views democracy 
and the place of the rank and file in 
the union against that of the leaders 
past and present. To a certain rabid 
individual member of the Socialist La¬ 
bour Party, however, this divide can 
be characterised as between those 
who support a striker and those who 
are now scab-lovers. I have no idea 
whether the individual concerned 
crossed the line in 84-85 or not. What 
I do know is that he has been in the 
NUM for 20 years since - when he ran 
for office and was elected, nobody 
thought him ‘out of order’ or ineligi¬ 
ble. When he took his seat in the 
NUM Council chamber, nobody 
stood up and walked out, or in my 
presence accused him of being a 
blackleg to his face. So the sudden 
shouting of ‘scab’ at this stage of the 
game by a deranged individual is, I 
think, a cynical device to muddy the 
waters and pose in the guise of mili¬ 
tant, while actually standing out 
against the class issues at hand. 

For my part today, and with the ben¬ 
efit of hindsight, I can find no reflective 
forgiveness for scabs. They broke the 
strike, they are the chief reason why we 
lost in 84, whereas we won in 74. Their 
actions brought this powerful union, 
this champion of the working class, to 
its knees and gutted our communities 
and industry in the process. Had they 
stood firm with us, all the armies of po¬ 
lice and regiments of state agents and 
press hacks would not have mattered 
one iota. 

Have they learned their lesson now, 
standing amid the desolation and min? 
I very much doubt it • 


Toad, rattlesnake, scab 

A fter god had finished the rattlesnake, the toad and the vampire, he had 
some awful substance left with which to make a scab. A scab is a two- 
legged animal with a corkscrew soul, a waterlogged brain and combination 
backbone made of jelly and glue. Where others have hearts, he carries a tu¬ 
mour of rotten principles. 

When a scab comes down the street, men turn their backs and angels weep 
in heaven, and the devil shuts the gates of hell to keep him out. Judas Iscariot 
was a gentleman compared to a scab. For betraying his master he had the char¬ 
acter to hang himself - a scab hasn’t. 

Esau sold his birthright for a mess of pottage. Judas Iscariot sold his saviour 
for 30 pieces of silver. Benedict Arnold sold his country for a promise of a com¬ 
mission in the British army. The modem strikebreaker sells his birthright, his 
country, his wife, his children and his fellow men for an unfulfilled promise from 
his employer, trust or corporation. Esau was a traitor to himself, Judas Iscariot 
was a traitor to his god, Benedict Arnold was a traitor to his country. 

A strikebreaker is a traitor to himself, a traitor to his god, a traitor to his country, 
a traitor to his family, and a traitor to his class. There is nothing lower than a 
scab • 

Jack London 
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No unconditional 
vote for Respect! 


W e are living through a pe¬ 
riod of some political 
complexity. Within the 
last year, for instance, 
Sean Matgamna of the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty defined Zionism as 
simply the recognition of the right of the 
state of Israel to exist. As one of his own 
comrades pointed out, this would make 
Yasser Arafat a Zionist. Yasser Arafat - 
Zionist? It would make a surprising news 
headline. What next? ‘Peter Tatchell 
launches gay islamic jihad’ ? ‘Elvis found 
in packed Iraqi WMD warehouse’? 
‘CPGB calls for unconditional Respect 
vote’? ‘George Galloway voted AWL 
man of the year’? 

Did you spot the odd one out? Yes, 
one of those headlines was true. At the 
aggregate on March 21, the CPGB 
passed the following resolution: "Rec¬ 
ognising the need for the anti-war, pro- 
working class opposition to Blair to take 
on partyist form, the CPGB will work to 
ensure the biggest possible vote for 
Respect on June 10.” 

If you have not followed our cover¬ 
age of Respect, you may find my sur¬ 
prise, well, surprising. A brief summary 
of the ‘story so far’ may help. 

The Socialist Workers Party-domi¬ 
nated Respect coalition was founded on 
January 25. The Weekly Worker follow¬ 
ing the launch carried the headline, “A 
bonfire of principles: John Rees ditches 
the politics of the Socialist Alliance for 
the platitudes of Respect”. Jack Conrad’s 
‘Party notes’ from that issue com¬ 
mented: 

‘‘Under the leadership of John Rees 
the SWP’s craving for respectability is 
palpable. Increasingly elections are seen 
not as a means of making propaganda 
and enhancing class combativity; rather 
as an opportunity to say what you think 
people want to hear in a desperate bid 
to get yourself elected - the fond hope is 
that lucrative careers as councillors, GLA 
members, MPs and MEPs beckon” 
(Weekly Worker January 29). 

Not overly enthusiastic, then. What 
of Jack’s view of the coalition’s class ba¬ 
sis? “There can be no doubt that Re¬ 
spect, even with the addition of 
Mohammed Naseen of the Birmingham 
central mosque, is a manifestation of left 
populism. Nor can there be any doubt 
that the SWP leadership is nowadays 
consciously acting as a conduit for 
bringing petty bourgeois influences into 
the socialist and workers’ movement - 
not least from their Stop the War Coali¬ 
tion reservoir.” 

I wrote a report of the conference it¬ 
self. Reading back over it, it employed a 
tone so critical, it suggested a writer with 
a bad case of piles. My own summation 



The following argument against the 
resolution passed at the March 21 
aggregate of the CPGB was drafted by 
Manny Neira and is supported by fellow 
members Peter Grant, Jem Jones, 
Ben Lewis, David Moran and 
Cameron Richards 


ran thus: 

“More likely, though. Respect will fail 
to improve on SA results, because so¬ 
cialism was never the problem. The SA 
needed to go forward, not back. Instead 
of moving on from a socialist alliance to 
a socialist party, as the Scottish Social¬ 
ist Party did, the SWP has moved back 
from a socialist alliance to a non-social¬ 
ist alliance. Non-socialist? Well, perhaps 
a bit socialist. Aretha had it again: ‘Just 
a little bit, uhuh, just a little bit...’ This 
last was a reference to the soul hit Re¬ 
spect, which the conference organisers, 
in an aching but ultimately doomed de¬ 
sire to be hip, had been playing before 
and after sessions. 

Marcus Strom, in the same issue, com¬ 
mented on John Rees’s dismissal of the 
Socialist Alliance: “This speaks volumes 
about the SWP’s attitude to electoral 
activity and to the unity of the socialist 
left. The SWP treats such adventures 
lightly. Rather than providing serious, 
long-term engagement with the working 
class along principled socialist lines; 
rather than a means to unite the whole 
left around a coherent Marxist pro¬ 
gramme in order to forge the weapon 
needed by our class (ie, a Communist 
Party); the SWP views elections as just 
its opportunity to break into the main¬ 
stream. To that end any principle can be 
junked. Parliamentary cretinism par ex¬ 
cellence.” 

Altogether, seven of the 12 pages of 
the January 29 Weekly Worker con¬ 
cerned Respect. The quotes are not se¬ 
lective. Stick a pin in that issue and. 
chances are, you’ll spear yourself a 
quote something like those above. We 
were critical: and there was much to be 
critical of. 

As might be imagined, most of the rest 
of the left was little more impressed than 
the CPGB. The AWL, chiefly citing their 
near fundamentalist distrust of George 
Galloway MP - Respect’s shiniest acqui¬ 
sition since the days of the SA - refused 
to join. So did the Socialist Party, Work¬ 
ers Power, the Revolutionary Democratic 
Group ... and indeed every other ex-SA 
group other than the SWP-faithful Inter¬ 
national Socialist Group. 

Except, that is, for the CPGB. We ar¬ 
gued that the SWP, as Britain’s largest 
revolutionary group, could not simply 
be ignored. Without them, the SA was 
largely moribund. For good or ill - no, just 
for ill - it had been supplanted by this 
opportunist project cooked up by com¬ 
rades Rees and Galloway. 

While the project might be opportun¬ 
ist, we believed then and now that the 
majority of the membership were not. 
People do not serve long spells in the 
SWP rank and file for fun, unless they 
are desperately unimaginative, or for 
political careerism, unless they have 
been spectacularly misinformed. We 
might have political differences with 
them, but they remain comrades and 
socialists. We determined not to hold our 
breath until Respect went away, but to 
go in and fight: to fight for socialism, to 
fight for democracy, and to fight for the 


socialist, workers’ party that the Social¬ 
ist Workers Party was not but we be¬ 
lieved could be won to. 

At the founding conference, we sup¬ 
ported motions calling for three basic, 
socialist demands. First, republicanism: 
no demand for democracy could be sat¬ 
isfied within the framework of monarchy 
which extended beyond merely the per¬ 
son of the queen and into every branch 
and twig of government. Second, open 
borders. New Labour was scapegoating 
asylum-seekers and immigrants for so¬ 
cial problems of their own creating, and 
using the law to maintain a desperate, 
non-unionised underclass of near-slave 
workers. Thirdly, workers’ representation 
on a worker's wage: a demand common 
to working class political movements for 
generations. 

The SWP leadership whipped their 
membership into voting against all three 
- and the strain this caused them was 
evident in the resentful speeches given 
through gritted teeth (yes, it seems it is 
possible) their speakers made as they 
argued, time and again, that, while they 
supported these principles, they would 
vote against them. Why? Because Re¬ 
spect was not socialist, because the SA 
had tried all that and it had not 
worked, and because Respect was to be 
the mirror of the anti-war movement, and 
anti-war members of (for instance) the 
Countryside Alliance might be put off 
by policies like republicanism. 

For two months, in issue after issue 
of our paper, and Respect meetings all 
over Britain. Respect leaders and possi¬ 
ble electoral candidates have been chal¬ 
lenged by members and supporters of 
the CPGB on these issues. They are start¬ 
ing to twitch. At home in the evenings, 
they check under the beds for Weekly 
Worker reporters. We have reported 
both the good (as when Respect candi¬ 
date and SWP member Dean Ryan 
clearly endorsed the call for open bor¬ 
ders), the bad (as when fellow SWP 
member Unjum Mirza declared himself 
“against the idea of a workers’ party, 
quite frankly”) and the evasive (as when 
Liz Wheatley, also SWP, also a Respect 
candidate, claimed that whether she 
would take a worker’s wage if elected was 
“academic”). We called this critical en¬ 
gagement. 

Chris Bambery, clearly infuriated, chal¬ 
lenged us on this at the SA conference: 
“I’ve heal'd them talking about ‘engag¬ 
ing’ with Respect, whatever that means.” 
In my report of the event, I tried to, as it 
were, fill him in: “It means exposing to 
the mass of its membership, the rank and 
file of the SWP, the gap between the 
opportunism of the leadership of Re¬ 
spect and the political passion which led 
them to join and support a socialist party. 
It means principled political opposition 
to the opportunism that rejects republi¬ 
canism and open borders winch we be¬ 
lieve most Respect members support. It 
means democratic criticism and debate : 
or did you really think that just setting 
up a new organisation would relieve you 
of the responsibility of facing that?” 



• John Rees ditches 
the politics of the 
Socialist Alliance 
lor the platitudes 
ot Respect 


January 29 issue: what we said then 


(Weekly Worker March 18). 

In short, the CPGB has sought to win 
Respect to the project to build a revolu¬ 
tionary workers’ party - the aim shared 
by so many genuine SWP comrades - 
and to expose every effort of the SWP 
leadership to drag it in exactly the op¬ 
posite direction. We have no interest in 
building a mere vehicle for the electoral 
ambitions of the Respect leadership Jack 
Conrad so rightly identified. We do not 
wish to build Respect regardless of its 
form, whatever its programme, paying 
any price in principle. It either brings 
working class organisation closer or 
moves it further away: and that will de¬ 
pend on whether we win our fight within 
it. 

No leader of Respect is unaware of 
what the Weekly Worker is saying and, 
judging by our sales and web access, we 
know thousands of the rank and file are 
also turning to us to find out what their 
coalition is doing. None can be in any 
doubt where we stand. Chris Bambery 
has already warned that if Respect fails 
he will blame those whose support was 
merely “conditional”. We wish to see 
success more than he does, but we meas¬ 
ure that success not simply in votes, but 
in the increased power and organisation 
of the working class. Any support which 
is ‘unconditional’ on these terms is mere 
electoral populism - and not socialism. 

It is for this reason that the resolution 
passed at our aggregate must be re¬ 
versed. It breaks with the essential strat¬ 
egy of winning Respect to a 
revolutionary perspective, and simply 
lauds a crude tally of votes. It takes the 
Respect’s leadership’s intermittent claims 
to be “pro-working class” at face value, 
rather than testing them. It does not serve 
our aims or represent our strategy, about 
which we have been consistently open. 
We wish to win Respect to socialism, and 
thus have it elected: not elect it in the hope 
it can be made socialist. 

We cannot, therefore, call for an un¬ 
conditional vote for Respect. We must 
continue to demand socialist policies 
and oppose opportunism, all the way to 
the ballot box. Candidates must know 
that they cannot simply rely on the 
whipped vote of socialists and spend 
their time pandering to a sprinkling of 
petty bourgeois groups - and worse. Let 
the ‘s’ in Respect really be for socialism. 

About this article 

It is only fair to comment that some com¬ 
rades had reservations about the inclu¬ 
sion of this article in the Weekly Worker. 
It might be used as a stick to hit us with. 


or seem inconsistent with our member¬ 
ship of Respect. 

I believe the very opposite. It is a trib¬ 
ute to the democratic culture of the 
CPGB that this minority opinion was 
published. It expresses no aim which any 
sincere socialist in Respect could pos¬ 
sibly disagree with: they would not sup¬ 
port Respect themselves if they did not 
believe it would serve their principles. It 
is, above all, the demonstration of the 
very democracy which we have missed 
in the Respect coalition itself. 

Some comrades have also pointed out 
that we have not always demanded a 
minimum platform before endorsing can¬ 
didates of other parties: and this is per¬ 
fectly true. We have called for votes for 
some left unity projects unconditionally, 
such as the Socialist Labour Party. The 
reason, though, is clear. No Marxist exam¬ 
ines any political force ripped from its 
context. The SLP represented a move left 
from Labour: perhaps towards a real pros¬ 
pect of a revolutionary, partyist perspec¬ 
tive. Respect is a move right from the SA. 
It is driven by an increase in opportun¬ 
ism. It is our job to demand that move be 
reversed, and to check that it is. 

Resolution to reverse 

Comrade Cameron Richards has pro¬ 
posed a motion which will be put to the 
next aggregate of the CPGB. I recom¬ 
mend all comrades attend the aggregate 
and support it: we have made a mistake, 
and it is vital that we acknowledge it 
openly, and reverse it. One comrade 
commented that we had stubbed our toe, 
but there was no need now to shoot 
ourselves in the foot. I counter that we 
have already shot ourselves in the foot: 
it is no use grinning and pretending we 
meant to do it. 

The motion runs as follows: “This 
aggregate overturns the decision of the 
previous meeting to give blanket 
support to Respect in the June elections. 
Instead, the CPGB will advocate voting 
for Respect where individual candidates 
in single-member constituencies 
(GLA, mayor, council) announce their 
support and campaign for the following: 
open borders, republicanism and a work¬ 
er’s wage. 

“Given the closed list nature of the 
multi-member constituencies for the 
European elections and the ‘top-up’ 
section for the GLA, it will be impermis¬ 
sible to vote for Respect in these elec¬ 
tions except where the candidate at the 
top of a slate campaigns for open bor¬ 
ders, republicanism and a worker’s 
wage” • 
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Communist tactics, not 
sectarian subjectivism 


M anny’s Neira’s article, ‘No 
unconditional support for 
Respect’, published in this 
issue and bearing the name 
of several co-signatories, is riddled with 
inconsistencies and faulty logic. He puts 
forward his case for a course of action 
that in reality would cripple our attempts 
to fight to “win Respect to a revolution¬ 
ary perspective” - the aim he claims to 
be fighting for. 

I suppose one slight saving grace of 
Manny’s article is that he does not seem 
to be pushing the idea that Respect 
somehow constitutes a ‘popular front’. 
This confused notion of what Respect 
is about was not entirely unreasonable 
initially because of the public musings 
of some Socialist Workers Party leaders 
in the period before the formation of 
Respect about the possibility of drop¬ 
ping elementary demands for women’s 
and gay rights as “shibboleths”. But it 
has now been revealed to be erroneous 
- no wing of the ruling class is involved 
in Respect, nor are there any signs of 
aspirations to bring in such ruling class 
forces. Respect is simply a reprise of 
many of the features of the Socialist Al¬ 
liance, albeit with the dilution/removal of 
the quasi-revolutionary positions the 
SA adopted particularly in its most left- 
wing period in the run-up to the 2001 
general election. 

Manny claims to be driven by some 
kind of principled programmatic intran¬ 
sigence in opposing a critical vote for all 
Respect candidates in the upcoming 
European, GLA and local elections this 
coming June. All through his article he 
makes illogical claims, such as “the reso¬ 
lution passed at our aggregate ... breaks 
with the essential strategy of winning 
Respect to a revolutionary perspective”; 
or that this position “is mere electoral 
populism - and not socialism”. Yet such 
claims are not backed up by any concrete 
argumentation. Nowhere does Manny 
even begin to put forward any coherent 
evidence that calling for a vote for Re¬ 
spect candidates in this election - which 
by a terminological sleight of hand he 
dubs “unconditional” support - amounts 
to “giving up” any aspiration to win 
Respect to a “revolutionary perspec¬ 
tive”. 

In fact, the support of communists for 
Respect in these elections is certainly 
not unconditional - it is perfectly obvi¬ 
ous to any intelligent observer that our 
support is conditional on Respect main¬ 
taining basic class demands in its pro¬ 
gramme - such as opposition to 
privatisation, anti-union laws, the perse¬ 
cution of immigrants and asylum-seek¬ 
ers, imperialist war, etc. Those are our 


conditions for support for Respect - and 
I can confidendy postulate that in the ex¬ 
tremely unlikely event that Respect 
abandoned these basic tenets of a mini¬ 
mal pro-working class political stance, 
we in the CPGB would not be alone in 
withdrawing our support from it. How¬ 
ever, what is also true is that there is little 
point in making such ‘conditional sup¬ 
port’ into a formulated tactic - since the 
chances of such a political transforma¬ 
tion are rather less than overwhelming. 

The particular ‘principled’ tactic 
Manny is advocating is not support that 
is conditional in this way, but rather sup¬ 
port conditional on the acceptance by 
Respect candidates of a series of de¬ 
mands that would constitute elements 
of a revolutionary programme - ie, repub¬ 
licanism, workers' representatives on a 
worker’s wage, and opposition in prin¬ 
ciple to all immigration controls. But 
making these conditions for support for 
a leftwing/working class political forma¬ 
tion against the parties of opposing 
classes is a clear sectarian break from the 
communist tradition. If these kinds of 
conditions had been insisted upon 
throughout the history of the commu¬ 
nist movement, it would have been un¬ 
principled to ever call for votes for the 
Labour Party in an election (it has never 
stood for these things); for the Socialist 
Labour Party; for Militant Labour/Social¬ 
ist Party candidates; for Ken Living¬ 
stone in 2000 - and no doubt there are 
other examples of such critically support¬ 
able election campaigns which did not 
stand for these particular demands. 

Manny’s explanations of why we 
should adopt his tactic, in seeking to 
insist on revolutionary demands as a 
precondition for electoral support to 
Respect, are completely subjective. 
What little attempt Manny does make 
to motivate and theorise his position is 
very weak indeed. 

He states near the end of his article 
that “Some comrades have ... pointed 
out that we have not always demanded 
a minimum platform before endorsing 
candidates of other parties: and this is 
perfectly true. We have called for votes 
for some left unity projects uncondition¬ 
ally, such as the Socialist Labour Party. 
The reason, though, is clear. No Marxist 
examines any political force ripped from 
its context. The SLP represented a move 
left from Labour: perhaps towards a real 
prospect of a revolutionary, partyist per¬ 
spective. Respect is a move right from 
the SA. It is driven by an increase in 
opportunism ...” 

Manny’s is a completely inadequate 
form of reasoning - a one-sided and there¬ 
fore wrong analysis of the basis of Re¬ 


spect. It takes one component of Re¬ 
spect, the Socialist Workers Party - an 
important one, to be sure, with its pre¬ 
existing collection of activists - and ap¬ 
plies logic that really concerns the 
evolution of that organisation alone to 
the whole Respect project. But, in case 
Manny has not noticed, there are other 
elements involved in Respect who have 
some real political following, and were 
never in the Socialist Alliance. Such as 
George Galloway MP. Such as four RMT 
branches, from two major cities (London 
and Manchester) and two rail networks 
(London Underground and Network 
Rail) that have now voted to endorse the 
Respect campaign for the European and 
GLA elections - more are almost sure to 
follow - and quite likely not just from the 
RMT but also possibly the LBU. Then 
there are people like Salma Yaqoob, and 
potentially other left-moving elements 
among muslim anti-war activists, from 
the Stop the War Coalition - who were 
also not involved in the Socialist Alliance. 
Are all these forces ‘moving to the 
right’? Was George Galloway expelled 
from the Labour Party for being too right- 
wingl Is the public association and can¬ 
didacy of at least one prominent former 
leading activist from the Muslim Asso¬ 
ciation of Britain with a formation domi¬ 
nated by avowed communists and 
socialists a step to the right ? To ask this 
question is to answer it. 

Manny claims that the position of criti¬ 
cally supporting Respect candidates in 
the coming elections “takes the Respect 
leadership’s intermittent claims to be 
‘pro-working class’ at face value, rather 
than testing them”. Thus even Manny 
admits that Respect claims to be “pro¬ 
working class” in terms of its public 
propaganda and political profile. Quite 
how it is only ‘intermittently’ so defeats 
me, however. As far as I can see, the state¬ 
ments in its propaganda opposing pri¬ 
vatisation, anti-union laws, attacks on 
asylum-seekers, opposition to discrimi¬ 
nation on grounds of ethnic origins, 
gender or sexual orientation, or opposi¬ 
tion to imperialist intervention in the 
Middle East, etc have not been ‘intermit¬ 
tently’ retracted or contradicted by Re¬ 
spect. These pro-working class positions 
are not ‘intermittent’. Respect’s ‘pro¬ 
working class’, anti-imperialist public 
profile is what this new and 
unconsolidated formation has been 
propagating since its foundation. 

The core of Manny’s argument, inso¬ 
far as it has a logical core, is thus ex¬ 
posed as nonsense to begin with. Yes 
indeed, it is correct to say that ‘ ‘no Marxist 
examines any political force ripped from 
its context”, and it is also true that the 


tactic of selectively supporting some 
candidates as against others, based on 
some sort of minimal programmatic test, 
is a correct tactic in some circumstances. 
We favour applying this tactic to the 
Labour Party, for inducing differentiation 
between those candidates who claim in 
some real way to stand for the interests 
of the working class, and those who do 
not, who are loyal to the openly pro-capi¬ 
talist, openly imperialist Blair leadership. 
We also advocated the Socialist Alliance 
use this tactic; it would also be correct 
to advocate that Respect does likewise. 
The adoption of some concrete pro¬ 
working class position, representing a 
break from the neoliberal/bourgeois 
mainstream, must be a precondition for 
support to individual Labour candidates. 

But the problem with applying this to 
Respect is that simply by virtue of the 
statements in its founding declaration 
(opposition to imperialist wars, privati¬ 
sation and anti-union laws, defence of 
asylum-seekers, its vision of “a world in 
which the democratic demands of the 
people are carried out”, as opposed to 
the current “chasm between ordinary 
working people and the political estab¬ 
lishment” - a downbeat but unmistakable 
aspiration to represent the independent 
interests of “working people” against 
the bosses) any candidate standing on 
this minimal basis would pass this test 
anyway, hands down. 

Lor me, this means that Respect’s can¬ 
didates in general are supportable, albeit 
critically, where they confront the 
bosses’ parties - on the basis that, while 
the positions it puts forward are suffi¬ 
cient to indicate subjective commitment 
to working class interests, they are quali¬ 
tatively insufficient as a programme to 
advance the real, historic interests of the 
working class. Lurthermore, since Re¬ 
spect, at this point in time, is not a closed 
sect but rather an open-ended formation 
which does not demand exclusive agree¬ 
ment with its overall platform in order to 
join, it is possible to fight within it to 
improve its politics. Indeed, I consider it 
our duty to do so. 

It would be irrational, and also incom¬ 
prehensible to both the membership of 
Respect, as well as the wider working 
class movement, to use fundamentally 
different criteria in confronting the can¬ 
didates of one leftwing organisation 
(Respect) with a minimum programme, 
than those we simultaneously use in 
confronting the would-be socialist and 
leftwing candidates of another erstwhile 
working class party (Labour) standing 
in the same elections. 

Manny is actually advocating his own 
particular idiosyncratic version of ‘con¬ 
ditional support’ in the wrong place: in 
reality it would be perfectly principled to 
use such criteria for support to candi¬ 
dates in elections for office, candidate 
selections, etc, within Respect , and it is 
indeed conceivable that such a tactic or 
something similar could be of use to us 
in the future within Respect or some 
successor organisation if such a thing 
comes into being. But the ‘conditional 
support’ tactic using the criteria Manny 
is advocating in bourgeois elections is 
subjectivist sectarian idiocy: it is a 
Spartacist-like non-tactic. It would render 
us correspondingly impotent and irrel¬ 
evant, and would be a priceless gift to 
the most backward and opportunist ele¬ 
ments in the SWP in seeking to rally 
Respect against a supposedly ‘disloyal’ 
opposition that was incapable of com¬ 
mitting itself to supporting Respect can¬ 
didates in elections. 

And there is no other political expla¬ 
nation, as far as I can see, for such a 
stance other than a sectarianism linked 





Galloway: too rightwing? 


to a subjective dislike of some of the 
forces involved in initiating Respect. But 
when subjective dislike clouds political 
judgement, and is allowed to determine 
policy, one is actually involved in begin¬ 
ning to transform one’s own organisa¬ 
tion into a sect. If the CPGB adopted the 
policy advocated by comrade Manny, 
then as far as I am concerned it would 
not be the reassertion of some kind of 
‘principled’ policy for our organisation, 
but a real milestone of our sectarian de¬ 
generation - something that would itself 
require a serious struggle to reverse and 
defeat. 

And that is the core of Manny’s rea¬ 
soning - that the undeniable rightward 
motion and capitulations undergone by 
the SWP leadership in order to cement 
the alliances that got this project off the 
ground should be equated with the 
project itself. Lor Manny, a precondition 
for any support to the project as a whole 
is that the SWP reverse the capitulations 
on matters concerning its own, quasi¬ 
revolutionary world outlook, in the proc¬ 
ess of initiating the project. This is a very 
narrow view of our tasks: it reduces our 
activities around Respect to a war of 
words with the SWP around these ca¬ 
pitulations. It is a purely reactive ap¬ 
proach, which in reality excludes any real 
initiative on our part in the broader move¬ 
ment. While the methods the SWP used 
to get this bloc off the ground are not 
ours, nevertheless I would argue that, 
given the concrete conditions of the 
anti-war movement in 2003, were we in a 
stronger position and able to initiate 
blocs with forces drawn into that move¬ 
ment, we would also have sought some 
sort of political alliance with the likes of 
George Galloway, and many of the radi¬ 
calised petty bourgeois elements the 
SWP have sought to ally with. 

Not by means of the methods of the 
SWP, of actively opposing positions that 
it could have won wider support for, in 
the interests of unity with absent but 
broader forces. These are unprincipled 
tactics, that involve the surrender of 
positions already won -1 believe that if 
the Socialist Alliance had had a better 
leadership than was provided by the 
SWP, particular during the crucial war 
period, many of the forces now gather¬ 
ing around Respect, and indeed much 
more, could have been pulled towards 
and incorporated into the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance as it evolved into the beginnings 
of a genuine working class party. But that 
did not happen, and now communists 
have to take account of the new situa¬ 
tion represented by the eclipse of the SA 
and the advent of Respect - and draw 
the correct tactical conclusions with the 
aim of maximising communist influence 
in this new situation. 

The subjectivist, irrational and sectar¬ 
ian positions put forward by Manny 
must be firmly rejected by the CPGB 
because they are an obstacle to the 
growth of communist influence in Re¬ 
spect that Manny claims to want to see 
come about. 



Ian Donovan 
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British socialism at crossroads 


Why does the left in England lag behind, compared to the achievements of the Scottish Socialist Party? SSP 
member Nick Rogers examines the reasons and discusses the prospects for Respect 



Tommy Sheridan: no career politician 


I n the months preceding the Janu¬ 
ary 25 convention that founded 
Respect, a series of rallies declared 
that “British politics” was “at the 
crossroads”. It was proclaimed that the 
anti-war movement and the English left 
should seize the opportunity presented 
by the elections of June 10 2004 to di¬ 
rectly challenge New Labour. Respect is 
the political instrument designed to en¬ 
able the electorate to deliver a damning 
verdict on its rulers and launch a move¬ 
ment that turns British politics upside- 
down. 

Unfortunately, with every month that 
passes it becomes clearer that Respect 
is in many ways a step back from what 
was achieved by the left in England with 
the Socialist Alliance. As a conse¬ 
quence, over the next few months social¬ 
ists in England are faced with some stark 
choices. Two conferences over the last 
few weeks have helped clarify the op¬ 
tions - for the left in England finds itself 
approaching its very own crossroads. 

SA conference 

At the Socialist Alliance conference 
held in London on March 13 the Social¬ 
ist Workers Party and its allies voted to 
put the alliance into cold storage. Not 
only is the SA to pass the baton of a left 
alternative at the European and GLA 
elections to Respect, but the conference 
decreed that no alliance candidates are 
to fight any local elections. Socialist Al¬ 
liance branches that wish to stand can¬ 
didates for their local authority must 
obtain the permission of the local Re¬ 
spect organisation and the Respect ex¬ 
ecutive committee and stand under the 
Respect banner. However, the winning 
resolution anticipates that such a pro¬ 
cedure will be a rare occurrence and that 
most campaigning effort will be thrown 
into Respect’s European “referendum” 
on the Blair government. 

The conference, which deliberated for 
little more than four hours, saw a walk¬ 
out by up to a third of delegates - an¬ 
gered by the unconstitutional 
overturning of the rights of SA 
branches. 

SSP conference 

The Scottish Socialist Party conference 
held in Edinburgh two weeks later, over 
the weekend of March 27-28, offered an 
illustration of the differing states of 
health of the Scottish and English left. 

The SSP conference agreed a compre¬ 
hensive manifesto for the European elec¬ 
tion. Debates covered a wide range of 
social and economic issues, international 
questions, the SSP’s role at the heart of 
the anti-war campaign in Scotland, and 
its campaigns in workplaces and work¬ 
ing class communities. Two key debates 
tackled faith schools (a vitally important 
issue in the Scottish context) and pros¬ 
titution toleration zones. 

In one of the most significant devel¬ 
opments in the SSP’s five-year history, 
the 2004 conference was attended by an 
official delegation from the RMT rail- 
workers’ union. Fifty constitutional 
amendments - many updating party pro¬ 
cedures to take account of trade union 
affiliation - demonstrated the seriousness 
with which the SSP takes its internal de¬ 
mocracy. Elections were held for the 
party’s list for the European elections, 
SSP spokespersons and officers, and the 
executive committee. 

This was the first conference since the 
Scottish parliamentary elections of May 
2003 returned a contingent of six MSPs 
for the SSP, four of whom were women. 
The SSP’s parliamentarians have distin¬ 
guished themselves by taking combat¬ 


ive positions on behalf of the working 
class, most recently in the all-out strike 
by nursery workers demanding an in¬ 
crease on the pitiful £13,000 that even 
the most experienced currently earn. 

The SSP has also sought to use the 
machinery of the Scottish parliament to 
take up issues of direct concern to work¬ 
ing class communities, hr Scotland it is 
the SSP that leads the campaign against 
the council tax - not the Liberal Demo¬ 
crats or UK Independence Party. Tommy 
Sheridan is reintroducing the bill for a 
Scottish Service Tax, a steeply progres¬ 
sive local income tax. Other SSP MSPs 
are introducing bills for free school meals, 
tire abolition of prescription charges and 
the nationalisation of the pharmaceuti¬ 
cal industry, a railway nationalisation bill 
in collaboration with the RMT, and a bill 
to provide a decent drug rehabilitation 
programme (in line with the SSP’s high- 
profile policy to decriminalise cannabis). 
The SSP will organise campaigns involv¬ 
ing street stalls, public meetings and 
demonstrations in support of all these 
initiatives. 

Such campaigns have an impact in 
large measure because the SSP is able 
to mobilise a growing membership of 
3.000, equating to a party of30.000 mem¬ 
bers in the context of England’s larger 
population - a membership, moreover, 
that is organised in scores of branches 
across Scotland. 

Of course, the SSP still has much 
ground to travel before it can lay claim 
to being a mass socialist party, although 
the contours of such a party are begin¬ 
ning to emerge. The party has even fur¬ 
ther to travel before it is able make a 
decisive challenge to the rule of capital. 
Its leadership is aware of many of the 
tasks that lie ahead. 

However, the party’s position on the 
national question and particularly the 
proposal for an independence conven¬ 
tion that will bring the SSP together with 
the Greens and the SNP in joint cam¬ 
paigning work poses many dangers. But 
it has to be said with respect to this is¬ 
sue that the failures of the left in England 
hardly strengthen the hand of those in 
SSP seeking to promote a different vi¬ 
sion. 

Respect 

In England Respect is a markedly differ¬ 
ent organisation from the Scottish So¬ 


cialist Party. In place of a manifesto, Re¬ 
spect is fighting the European, GLA and 
any local elections it contests on the 
basis of its founding declaration, a state¬ 
ment a few hundred words long. The ‘S’ 
in Respect stands for ‘socialism’, but 
more in the sense of recognising that 
socialists are members rather than de¬ 
scribing the nature of the coalition. 
Hence several speakers at the January 
25 convention, while urging a limited 
programme, insisted that Respect was 
not explicitly socialist. 

The organisational structures of Re¬ 
spect are rudimentary, to say the least. 
The convention saw votes on the dec¬ 
laration and the election by slate of an 
executive committee. Subsequent meet¬ 
ings have seen candidates selected for 
European and GLA slates and the GLA 
first-past-the-post seats. Yet how any 
elected representatives are to be held 
accountable to the members of Respect 
will not be resolved this side of the elec¬ 
tions. The SSP’s constitution sets out 
clearly how candidates are to be selected 
and how elected representatives are to 
relate to the various structures of the 
SSP. 

When it comes to the political make¬ 
up of Respect, the contrast is equally 
striking. A long fist of socialist political 
parties and an even longer list of inde¬ 
pendent political activists have held back 
from participating in Respect. The CPGB 
has joined, but at a succession of meet¬ 
ings has been excluded not only from the 
Respect’s executive committee, but also 
from local steering committees that will 
organise election campaigns. In Scotland 
the SSP organises the vast majority of 
socialists who are not in the Labour 
Party. Single transferable vote elections 
ensure that political minorities can gain 
representation on committees and del¬ 
egations. 

Given this background, the case for 
withholding support from Respect can 
appeal' persuasive. The final straw for 
many was the behaviour of the SWP 
majority at the Respect convention. 
There we were treated to one SWP 
speaker after another urging us to think 
of our potential supporters outside the 
hall. This to justify voting against poli¬ 
cies that in any other forum would surely 
be supported by the vast majority of 
those present: against immigration con¬ 
trols, for republicanism and for elected 


representatives on a worker’s wage. 

More than one speaker at a Respect 
rally has promised a new politics of hon¬ 
esty and integrity in which “we say what 
we mean and mean what we say”. Yet 
what do we say about immigration con¬ 
trols - an issue sure to play a major role 
in June’s election - if asked about them 
on the stump? Oppose them without res¬ 
ervation, as the best Respect candidates 
are doing? Or prevaricate, as the con¬ 
vention majority sought to do? 

For those of us with experience of the 
rightward drift of the Labour Party the 
day was reminiscent of nothing so much, 
say, as Neil Kinnock imploring Labour 
Party conference in 1988 to abandon 
support for unilateral nuclear disarma¬ 
ment - not because the policy was wrong, 
but because it made Labour unelectable. 

Come to think of it, where does Re¬ 
spect - an anti-war coalition - stand on 
Britain’s nuclear weapons? One as¬ 
sumes none of Respect’s candidates 
support them and will be happy to say 
so on the stump. After all, George Gallo¬ 
way has been arrested while protesting 
outside Faslane. But such a glaring over¬ 
sight in the founding statement of Re¬ 
spect demonstrates the pitfalls of going 
into an electoral campaign without a com¬ 
prehensive policy manifesto. 

The declaration speaks eloquently of 
the crisis of democracy and representa¬ 
tion. Yet it offers no solution other than 
electing Respect candidates. Nothing to 
say on the lack of democracy at the heart 
of the British state: a hereditary monarch 
holding executive powers to declare war, 
to sign treaties, to dismiss the govern¬ 
ment of the day. Powers that in practice 
devolve to a premier who has the free¬ 
dom to take an extraordinary range of 
decisions without recourse even to the 
elected House of Commons, let alone 
the millions who may march on the 
streets in protest. 

Two decades ago Tony Benn made 
the issue of democracy - and the bypass¬ 
ing of the elected chamber by a premier 
exercising the powers of an unelected 
monarch - central to his challenge to the 
British establishment, hi June Respect’s 
solution to the democratic deficit it iden¬ 
tifies in British politics is simply to ask 
the electorate to vote for its candidates. 
Not one of the bullet points addresses 
the way the British state is run or what 
Respect’s candidates, if elected, would 
do about creating a genuine democracy. 

Respect is not even in a position to 
respond - as does the SSP, for example - 
that its candidates can be distinguished 
from the normal run of career politicians 
by their pledge to live on the average 
wage of those they seek to represent. 

Engaging with Respect 

Nevertheless, socialists often need to 
make fairly hard-nosed decisions. Re¬ 
spect does represent many of the forces 
that led the biggest anti-war movement 
in British history. For all its manifold 
shortcomings, the Respect declaration 
does oppose the war and occupation of 
Iraq, along with all imperialist wars. It 
does oppose all privatisation and calls 
for all public services to be brought into 
public ownership. It does demand a raft 
of improvements to public services. It 
does explicitly defend the rights of refu¬ 
gees and asylum-seekers and oppose 
the EU’s ‘fortress Europe’ policies. It 
does call for a world based on need, not 
profit. Some significant candidates have 
been selected. The candidate lists reflect 
a gender and ethnic balance that suc¬ 
cessfully represents a cross-section of 
British working class society. In June's 
European election no other political force 


that even alludes to socialism will be 
making a significant intervention. 

The Alliance for Workers’ Liberty's 
fairly obsessive position on George Gal¬ 
loway strikes entirely the wrong note. 
George Galloway is no worse than many 
Labour MPs socialists work with - and 
better than many. George Galloway’s 
vision for Respect and its development 
into a political party appears to be a lot 
more ambitious than that of the SWP. 
There is clearly much potential for future 
conflict. 

The CPGB and others are justified in 
joining Respect and engaging with 
those groups and individuals who par¬ 
ticipate in it. Furthermore, a successful 
electoral outcome for Respect will be 
good for the whole left. It will demonstrate 
that the political space to build an alter¬ 
native to New Labour exists. And it will 
raise a multitude of questions about the 
direction in which Respect should de¬ 
velop. Not least, the accountability of 
any elected representatives and the poli¬ 
cies they should pursue. In this event. 
Respect will be a key arena for interven¬ 
tion by socialists in the months after the 
June elections. 

Prospects for Respect 

However, such an outcome is far from 
guaranteed. Again, a comparison with 
the history of the SSP is instructive. The 
Scottish Socialist Party was launched in 
September 1998. InFebmary 1999 it held 
a national conference that agreed a mani¬ 
festo and a constitution. By May 1999 a 
branch structure was in place to fight the 
first Scottish parliamentary elections. In 
Glasgow the SSP achieved some 7% of 
the list vote and Tommy Sheridan was 
elected as an MSP. But across Scotland 
die SSP received little more dian 2% of 
the vote and was outpolled by Arthur 
Scargill’s Socialist Labour Party. How¬ 
ever. the impact of Tommy’s election 
was immense. A month later in the Eu¬ 
ropean parliamentary elections of five 
years ago, the SSP’s support across 
Scotland doubled to over 4% and the 
SLP was completely eclipsed. 

In die years that followed the SSP’s 
profile in working class struggles soared. 
The electoral consequences were re¬ 
flected in the 7.7% the SSP achieved 
across Scotland (and over 15% in Glas¬ 
gow) in last year’s Scottish parliamen¬ 
tary elections. 

At the SWP’s Marxism2003 in July last 
year, an intervention in the June 2004 
elections was clearly being mooted. Yet 
it has taken until die last few months for 
any kind of local structures to be put in 
place. And with just two months until 
the elections, what grassroots cam¬ 
paigning has been undertaken? Where 
are the Respect interventions in trade 
union and community struggles? Which 
local Respect organisations have 
sought to inspire their activists with dis¬ 
cussions of important political issues? 
What prospect is there that Respect will 
develop a vibrant and independent po¬ 
litical life and culture? 

In the Brent East by-election the anti- 
New Labour vote went to the Liberal 
Democrats. In the last European and 
GLA elections the Greens secured a large 
chunk of the anti-establishment vote 
and had MEPs and members of the GLA 
elected. Today how many people are 
even aware of the existence of Respect? 
How likely is it that the situation can be 
turned around in the next eight or nine 
weeks? 

To pose these questions is to provide 
a fairly accurate assessment of Respect’s 
prospects. At the Socialist Alliance con¬ 
ference, Chris Bambery - perhaps with a 
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presentiment of Respect's likely perform- 
ance on June 10 - told those who ex¬ 
pressed doubts that Respect was the 
best way forward for socialists that they 
would be responsible if Respect failed. 

Chris Bambery is wrong. The tragedy 
of the last few years is that the Socialist 
Alliance had the potential to provide a 
real alternative. In some areas it achieved 
decent electoral results. It established a 
profile in some trade unions and in some 
working class communities. But if the 
Respect convention witnessed the SWP 
indulging in crass and inept electoral 
opportunism, the SWP’s behaviour as 
the hegemonic force in the SA exempli¬ 
fied die SWP's commitment to building 
its own organisation at the expense of 
the interests of the whole working class 
movement, hi other words, to sectarian¬ 
ism. 

In one arena after another the SWP has 
failed the test of providing real leader¬ 
ship to the working class. At every dem¬ 
onstration. at every workplace picket, at 
every conference, virtually the entire 
focus of the SWP has been on recruit¬ 
ing to its own fold. Even at the Socialist 
Alliance’s own trade union conference 
on the political fund in March 2002. it was 
easier to buy Socialist Worker or join the 
SWP than obtain information about the 
Socialist Alliance. And of course there 
is Chris Bambery’s infamous email before 
the anti-war demonstration of February 
15 last year instructing SWP activists to 
recruit to the SWP, not the SA. Need¬ 


less to say, no official alliance representa¬ 
tive spoke from the platform of one of 
the most significant political events in 
decades. 

Again, in Scotland a different trajec¬ 
tory can be identified. Scottish Militant 
Labour (now the International Socialist 
Movement after its split with the Com¬ 
mittee for a Workers’ International) 
handed over its newspaper, its organis¬ 
ers and the bulk of the organisational 
apparatus to the newly formed Scottish 
Socialist Party. Over the years in every 
important struggle it has been the SSP 
that intervenes, SSP speakers who ad¬ 
dress rallies, SSP stalls that take the par¬ 
ty’s message to local communities, and 
the SSP weekly newspaper, Scottish So¬ 
cialist Voice, that is sold on the streets, 
at picket tines and in meeting rooms. 

After the intense excitement of Feb¬ 
ruary 15 the SWP was convinced that it 
had the political skill to translate the op¬ 
position to the Iraq war and the anger 
against the Blair government into elec¬ 
toral gold dust. It would be of enormous 
benefit for all socialists if the SWP were 
proved correct on June 10. But what the 
SWP does not understand is that most 
political breakthroughs are based on the 
painstaking and consistent organisa¬ 
tional and political work of years, not 
months or weeks. The mistakes the 
SWP made with the Socialist Alliance it 
continues to make with Respect. At the 
March 20 anti-war demonstration in 
London most SWP activists were sell¬ 


ing Socialist Worker and recruiting to 
the SWP. And two months away from a 
supposedly breakthrough election the 
SWP continues to organise street stalls 
that offer no Respect literature. 

If the SWP itself were anything tike the 
political vehicle socialists require in or¬ 
der to transform society, perhaps the 
SWP’s strategy could more easily be 
excused. But a socialist party capable of 
winning the mass support of the work¬ 
ing class must allow internal dissent and 
encourage open debate. How else can 
correct decisions be reached over tac¬ 
tics and strategy and errors corrected? 
How else can prospective members be 
reassured that their contribution to the 
party will be valued? How else can sharp 
changes of direction be explained to the 
working class? 

That is why a broad socialist party that 
allows political differences to be ex¬ 
pressed through genuine debate (and, 
if necessary, organised tendencies) and 
that unites as many groups and individu¬ 
als committed to socialist transformation 
as possible is the most pressing objec¬ 
tive of today. 

Democracy Platform 

On April 3 a few dozen socialist activ¬ 
ists met in Birmingham to discuss how 
local Socialist Alliance groups should 
respond to the dictate of the SA confer¬ 
ence of three weeks earlier. The meeting 
heard from alliance activists organising 
in Merseyside, Manchester and Walsall 


and preparing to stand candidates in the 
local elections, and of initiatives by the 
Socialist Patty and the Liverpool dock¬ 
ers. The meeting resolved that the De¬ 
mocracy Platform of the Socialist 
Alliance would support “branches and 
individuals who wish to continue activ¬ 
ity under the banner of the SA and spe¬ 
cifically to stand candidates in the June 
local elections. The DP will therefore 
support and help coordinate SA 
branches that are prepared to undertake 
this independent activity.” 

The meeting will probably merit hardly 
a mention in most of the socialist press. 
Yet the very fact that individuals from a 
range of disparate political backgrounds, 
several of whom have played prominent 
roles in the Socialist Alliance, think it 
worthwhile to meet together and start to 
talk about the way forward for socialists 
is significant, hr the long term, possibly 
more significant than anything Respect 
will achieve. 

It would be a dereliction of duty to 
abandon the roots in working class com¬ 
munities that tiie most active Socialist 
Alliance branches have carefully nur¬ 
tured over years of local campaigning. 

The CPGB made a serious miscalcu¬ 
lation in walking out of the meeting of 
February 21 on the grounds that they 
lost the vote allowing individuals who 
were not members of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance to join the DPS A. For a key task of 
the latter part of this year will be precisely 
to bring back into socialist political ac¬ 


tivity the many individuals who have 
been repelled by the antics of the SWP. 
Creating artificial boundaries on the ba¬ 
sis of current political memberships is not 
the way to meet the challenge. 

The CPGB, after all, would tike to reach 
out to socialists within the Labour Party. 
A worthwhile objective. But engaging 
with the Labour Party socialists will re¬ 
quire campaign work and joint meetings 
that cut across exactly the political party 
boundaries that the CPGB turned into 
something of a shibboleth on February 
21 . 

The ranks of disaffected socialists are 
likely to grow, as those joining Respect 
realise that they do not always share the 
same objectives as the SWP. All social¬ 
ists committed to creating a genuinely 
pluralist socialist movement - whether the 
DPSA, the Socialist Unity Network, the 
CPGB or currently inactive individuals - 
should seek to come together to con¬ 
struct an alternative pole of attraction to 
that of the SWP. 

Both Respect and the Socialist Alliance 
are scheduled to hold conferences in the 
autumn that will determine the future ge¬ 
ography of the left in Britain. Given the 
likely outcome of this year’s electoral 
challenge, we can look forward to a welter 
of recriminations at both. What will 
emerge at the year’s end is far from clear. 
A flexible, multi-pronged strategy will be 
the best way to seize those opportunities 
that do arise and begin again the project 
of building a mass socialist party • 


Defend the Socialist Alliance 


T he defenders of the Socialist 
Alliance project took a small 
step in the right direction at the 
April 3 meeting of the Democracy Plat¬ 
form of the Socialist Alliance. Of the 
DPSA’s 60 members, 35 comrades 
attended from a range of SA 
branches, with fraternal observers 
from tiie Socialist Party (USA) and the 
Alliance for Green Socialism. 

In Britain tiie crisis in the S A comes 
at a dangerous moment. The failure of 
parliamentary democracy goes hand 
in hand with the collapse of working 
class political representation and the 
growth of fascism. Motions were sub¬ 
mitted on all these questions. The most 
urgent matters related to the local elec¬ 
tions, the fight against the liquidation 
of the SA and the need for a republi¬ 
can strategy. The issue of Respect, 
which had seemed at one stage the 
key issue, did not come up directly. 

The first item was the agenda itself. 
Dot Gibson proposed that because of 
time constraints all motions contain¬ 
ing the word ‘republican’ be moved 
to a special meeting in May or June 
called to discuss them. John Pearson 
spoke against this proposal. It re¬ 
minded him of dodgy delaying tactics 
in the Manchester SA. Steve Freeman 
also opposed this on behalf of the 
Revolutionary Democratic Group. But 
comrade Gibson’s proposal was ac¬ 
cepted by 13 votes to six with 16 ab¬ 
stentions, so three RDG motions were 
removed from the agenda. 

The main issue was now the stand¬ 
ing of some SA candidates and the 
conducting of a campaign against the 
liquidation of the SA. The Socialist 
Workers Party and its allies in tiie In¬ 
ternational Socialist Group aban¬ 
doned the SA for Respect at the 
March conference of the alliance. But 
they kept control of the alliance to try 
and ensure branches were closed 
down or prevented from standing so¬ 
cialist candidates in tiie local elections. 

The liquidation of socialism was an 
objective proclaimed by Thatcher. It 
was taken up in the Labour Party by 
Blair. The Socialist Alliance was a re¬ 
sponse to these attacks on working 
class politics, seeking to unite all so¬ 
cialists into one alliance. Neither 


Thatcher nor Blair turned up at the re¬ 
cent SA conference to destroy the SA. 
The SWP and ISG came along instead 
with a liquidationist policy designed to 
achieve the same end. 

When workers go on strike, the bosses 
do not actually attend strike meetings to 
put over their point of view. Yet within 
such meetings and on the picket tine the 
bosses’ arguments will be voiced, albeit 
in coded language, by some of their 
employees. The battle against the em¬ 
ployers’ ideas takes place between work¬ 
ers themselves. So, whilst the SWP and 
the ISG did not attend the meeting of 
those ‘on strike’ against the SA bosses, 
their liquidationist arguments were nev¬ 
ertheless there to be contested. 

On one side of the debate were those 
calling for the defence of the S A. On the 
other side were our own liquidators. 
They were arguing that the SA was 
dead, that we should leave and form 
another organisation and we should not 
attend the next conference. What could 
help the SWP better titan this? Of course 
the SWP never said the SA was dead. 
They did not need to. They were too 
busy killing it in practice. But CPGB com¬ 
rades may remember the brouhaha that 
accompanied Marcus Strom’s article in 
the Weekly Worker when he declared the 
SA deceased. Marcus never said this. 
But the words were introduced by tiie 
editors to reflect the fact that the CPGB 
was leaving the SA for Respect. 

All the liquidators have their common 
theme that the Socialist Alliance is dead, 
including the SWP, ISG, CPGB and Alli¬ 
ance for Workers’ Liberty. They all want 
to break away from the SA and form 
something that will attract loads of mem¬ 
bers. The masses will flock to us. Those 
breaking to the right identified this as 
Respect. Those breaking to the left also 
called for something new and exciting to 
be launched. As if by magic the prob¬ 
lems of socialist unity will be solved, if 
only we left the SA! 

John Pearson proposed a militant anti- 
liquidator motion to the DPSA meeting. 
The RDG comrades fully supported it 
(minor quibbles excepted). It said: 

“The Socialist Alliance Democracy 
Platform rejects any notion that the SA 
has ‘failed’ or that it is ‘dead’. Any fail¬ 
ure has been that of some of the compo¬ 


nent organisations of the SA, in particu¬ 
lar the Socialist Workers Party, rather 
titan of the unity project itself. The origi¬ 
nal impulse for unity of socialists that 
brought about the formation of tiie SA, 
remains valid, necessary and urgent. 

“The DPSA represents the healthy 
forces within the SA, which deny the 
right of the liquidationist leadership 
majority to kill off our hard won unity 
project. As we stated in the ‘Unity ap¬ 
peal’ that we distributed at the Socialist 
Alliance conference on March 13 2004, 
we seek to rally those who wish to de¬ 
fend, maintain and build the SA. 

“The ‘task group’ resolution, passed 
by the liquidationist majority at that con¬ 
ference, is not only unconstitutional and 
therefore unacceptable; it also signified 
the unsuitability of the official leadership 
to continue to act as such. The DPSA 
will seek to rally all those SA branches 
and individual members of the SA who 
repudiate the official leadership and who 
agree to organise independently of them, 
in order to take forward the task of ce¬ 
menting the unity of socialists. We will 
do this by pursuing the DPSA’s found¬ 
ing aims of building a democratic and 
inclusive Socialist Alliance, by fighting 
to win support for and to develop the 
SA programme People before profit and 
by working to take forward the project 
of socialist unity in the context of build¬ 
ing a new working class party. 

“The SADP recognises that one pos¬ 
sible reaction towards the outcome of the 
March 13 SA conference may be a ten¬ 
dency to turn to localism. We must dis¬ 
courage this, as it weakens our unity. In 
the context of the June 10 local elections 
in particular, it is vital that we project a 
national unity both in name and in pro¬ 
gramme. To this end, in response to the 
expected refusal of the SA nominating 
officer to authorise candidates to use the 
‘Socialist Alliance’ title on ballot papers, 
we urge branches and groups of mem¬ 
bers who stand candidates to use the ti¬ 
tle we have registered: ie, ‘Democratic 
Socialist Alliance’. 

“The DPSA reaffirms its decision to 
reach out to other socialists and organi¬ 
sations of socialists in order to build unity. 
In view of the actions of the official lead¬ 
ership at conference, which fostered a 
split in the SA, it is clear that we were 


correct to open up DPSA membership 
to comrades who are not currently SA 
members. We will now seek to acceler¬ 
ate that area of recruitment. 

“Finally, we will organise to secure a 
majority supporting the aims and objec¬ 
tives set out above at the SA annual 
conference later this year. Should the 
official leadership of the S A refuse, or fail, 
to convene that conference, the SADP 
will do so.” 

The fate of this motion would tell us 
something about the ideological health of 
the DPSA. Tony Greenstein led the attack 
with a series of amendments, tit particu¬ 
lar he wanted to remove reference to tiie 
Socialist Alliance not being “dead”. Tony 
had left the SA over a year ago, saying it 
was finished, but rejoined to do battle at 
the March conference. It was a recogni¬ 
tion that the DPSA was organising resist¬ 
ance. This is the real point. The SA is not 
dead whilst militant socialists are still fight¬ 
ing back against the liquidators. It is what 
we do, not what the SWP does, that 
counts. Nevertheless his arguments got 
some resonance with those totally pissed 
off with tiie SWP and who wanted to be 
in an SWP-free zone. 

Tony’s amendment to paragraph one, 
in support of the view of tiie SWP-ISG- 
CPGB and AWL that the S A is dead, was 
earned by 14 votes to nine. He also wanted 
to remove paragraph 6 on attending SA 
conference, but was defeated by 14 votes 
to seven. The substantive resolution was 
then agreed by 19 votes to one. 

Two other liquidator motions were 
submitted by the Manchester DPSA 
and the AWL. The Manchester motion 
said: “The Democracy Platform supports 
branches and individuals who wish to 
continue activity under the banner of the 
SA and specifically to stand candidates 
in the June local elections. The DP will 
therefore facilitate die setting up of an 
autonomous network of SA branches 
that are prepared to undertake this inde¬ 
pendent activity.” 

The key words here were “setting up 
an autonomous network of SA 
branches”. The implication of this was 
to take branches out of the SA and set 
up a new organisation. This is the last 
thing we need when the SA is under at¬ 
tack. Had it been carried unamended, it 
would simply have added to the sense 


of demoralisation and collapse. 

The RDG therefore put forward an 
amendment calling for the deletion of 
“the setting up of an autonomous net¬ 
work of ” and substituting “support 
and help to coordinate”. The amend¬ 
ment was carried by 18 votes to 7, and 
the substantive resolution passed 
overwhelmingly. It now concludes: 
"The DP will therefore support and 
help coordinate SA branches that are 
prepared to undertake this independ¬ 
ent activity.” 

The AWL motion, which called on 
the DPSA to “facilitate the coordina¬ 
tion of these active local groups 
through a federation of independent 
socialist alliances”, was also defeated. 
This was similar to the Manchester 
motion, although the movers of the 
Manchester motion disagreed as to 
whether it meant the same or not. In 
the end the AWL resolution was de¬ 
feated by 10 votes to nine. These de¬ 
cisions were bad news for the SWP. 
The militants who wanted to stay in 
the SA and fight the liquidators won 
the day - but only just. 

How the SA comes to an end is vi¬ 
tal in terms of its longer-term impact on 
the socialist movement. If it simply dis¬ 
solves or is formally wound up, or is 
cynically put in cold storage, it will do 
serious damage to the fight for a new 
workers’ party. It will be used by the 
Labour left to prove that socialist unity 
outside Labour is impossible. 

The liquidationist position taken by 
the CPGB therefore damages socialist 
unity and undermines the fight for a 
workers’ party. To preach the collapse 
of the SA is to demoralise the fight for 
a workers' party. The refusal of the 
CPGB to work constructively with the 
DPSA has to be condemned as putting 
sectarian interests first. 

If nothing constructive is salvaged 
from the debacle of the SA, it will set 
back the fight for a new workers' party, 
perhaps for many years. The SA will 
become tiie standard case study in left 
sectarianism. The DPSA is the only 
chance we have of preventing such a 
setback .• 

Dave Craig 

Revolutionary Democratic 
Group 
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RESPECT 


Oxford Coventry 

Firm foundations needed To stand or not? 


O n March 31 Oxford Respect held its 
first general members’ meeting 
since its launch on March 9. There were 
17 people present, a marked decline from 
the approximately 70 at the launch. Apart 
from myself, four or five of those attend¬ 
ing were Socialist Workers Party mem¬ 
bers, but there were no International 
Socialist Group comrades in spite of their 
relative local strength. Half a dozen oth¬ 
ers could be said to have come from that 
very slippery concept, the ‘muslim com¬ 
munity’, in the sense of being either of 
British south Asian or of Middle East¬ 
ern ethnic origin. 

Comrades front the Oxford Communi¬ 
cation Workers Union branch leadership, 
supporting Respect in a personal capac¬ 
ity, sent their apologies, since they were 
involved in a strike which broke out that 
day in a local dispute over health and 
safety, harassment and victimisation. We 
agreed a statement of support for the strik¬ 
ers, drafted by SWPer Martin Gregory, 
and that a delegation would attend the 
picket line to deliver it. 

The meeting was billed to discuss two 
items: firstly the Spanish election and “Is 
Blair next?”, and secondly the EU elec¬ 
tion campaign. In fact, chair Dona Velluti 
gave a brief political report of the last 
week’s events, including the local CWU 
dispute.The elected steering committee 
had met twice (but taken no substantial 
decisions, it seems). George Galloway 
came to Oxford on March 25 and ad¬ 
dressed two meetings. A lunchtime 
meeting for trade unionists in Cowley 
attracted 30 and was positively reported 
in the Oxford Mail. An evening meeting 
at Oxford Brookes University was at¬ 
tended by 100, but Galloway was appar¬ 
ently “given a hard time” in discussion. 

Unison activist Mark Ladbroke, an in¬ 
dependent generally close to the SWP, 
then gave a rather rambling speech 
which attempted to link the war with all 
sorts of other grievances affecting work¬ 
ing class people’s daily lives, through 
the line that we as working people did 


not have a common interest with British 
and multinational corporations, but with 
other working people globally. He said 
that Respect was trying to create a new 
sort of party. It would not be a top-down 
party with long speeches from the plat¬ 
form, but draw from people’s immediate 
experiences. It was ‘what we would make 
of it’. At this point he threw the meeting 
open to the floor for ideas. 

After this, discussion was under¬ 
standably slow to get started. The first 
question concerned the democratic 
mechanisms for ensuring that ‘what we 
wanted to make of Respect’ was reflected 
nationally. Comrade Ladbroke’s re¬ 
sponse was that this, too, was yet to be 
sorted out and also fell under the cat¬ 
egory of “what we make of it”. Comrade 
Velluti made the point that we have two 
representatives on a steering committee 
for the South East Euro constituency 
(one of whom, comrade Zaid Marham, 
was present) and could put ideas for¬ 
ward through these. An SWP comrade 
said that his experience of the founding 
convention was that it was a new sort of 
organisation: one could talk to members 
of the central leadership, who would lis¬ 
ten. 

We then discussed the Euro election 
campaign. SWP comrades wanted to 
emphasise trying to start up Respect 
groups in towns elsewhere in Oxford¬ 
shire, as well as in Berkshire and Buck¬ 
inghamshire, which had been unrepre¬ 
sented at the South East convention. I 
suggested that with the small numbers 
at the meeting it might be more appro¬ 
priate to begin with establishing firm 
foundations in Oxford, especially given 
the short time before the elections. SWP 
comrades argued in response that the 
Euro elections were not like ordinary elec¬ 
tions which involved leafleting, canvass¬ 
ing and local initiatives. Rather they 
could and should be fought by public¬ 
ity splashes and by raising money to get 
leaflets printed and delivered by Royal 
Mail under the electoral communications 


facility. One comrade argued that we 
“only need to get 2,000 votes per parlia¬ 
mentary constituency to get someone 
elected”. Hence spreading geographi¬ 
cally was critical. 

A south Asian comrade agreed that 
we needed to do some serious work in 
Oxford. He argued that we needed to 
target groups who were particularly likely 
to support Respect: the muslims and the 
students. We agreed to leaflet people 
leaving the mosques on Friday. We also 
agreed to start trying to get Respect 
launched at the university. A woman 
comrade suggested leafleting a muslim 
women’s meeting this weekend. On 
comrade Velluti’s suggestion, we also 
agreed to run stalls at Oxford and Dis¬ 
trict Trades Union Council’s May Day 
event and the Levellers’ Day event in 
Burford on May 15. SWP comrades 
agreed to explore further setting up meet¬ 
ings in other towns; there was also a plea 
from the treasurer for comrades to come 
forward with money-raising ideas. 

All these activities faced two difficul¬ 
ties. The first was that tire national of¬ 
fice had agreed to send Oxford a list of 
people in the Thames Valley area who 
had signed up to Respect, but this had 
not yet arrived - possibly held up by the 
local postal dispute. I suggested we re¬ 
quest it by email. The second was that 
the local group was running out of leaf¬ 
lets. Comrade Marham was going up to 
London this Saturday and agreed to 
collect some from tire national office. It 
turns out, however, that they too have 
run out of leaflets ... 

I had expected to find Respect locally 
politically weak and practically domi¬ 
nated by the SWP. I had not expected to 
find it shambolic. The SWP had obvi¬ 
ously put on their anarcho-spontaneist 
Globalise Resistance hats; but the meet¬ 
ing seemed more than anything else like 
an unusually disorganised ward Labour 
Party meeting from tire 1980s, if a bit less 
political than these were • 

Mike Macnair 


D espite the broad agreement reached 
locally for the left to contest as 
many of Coventry’s 18 council wards as 
possible, the Respect executive has de¬ 
cided that there will be no unity coalition 
candidates in the city on June 10. 

Apparently they are under the impres¬ 
sion that local members were planning 
to stand against Socialist Party council¬ 
lor Dave Nellist or to threaten his posi¬ 
tion in some way. This would have 
contravened the understanding reached 
between Respect and the SP. 

I would like to clarify matters, since I 
have convened four meetings in Cov¬ 
entry since September 2003 to discuss 
precisely this issue. Members of all 
groups, including the Socialist Party and 
the Socialist Workers Party, have been 
present at all four meetings. 

The boundaries have been changed 
in our electoral district. This means that 
all 54 councillors are up for re-election - 
three in each of the 18 wards. The Sep¬ 
tember plan was to try to get 54 left can¬ 
didates, or at least ensure that there were 
no clashes and everybody knew what 
everybody else was doing. 

The Socialist Party has three council¬ 
lors at the moment in St Michaels Ward. 
There has been absolutely no question 
of any other left candidates standing in 
St Michaels - that has been agreed. The 
SP made an initial bid to have one candi¬ 
date in each of the other 17 wards, but it 
acknowledged of course that this did not 
prevent other left candidates from stand¬ 
ing and it was prepared to discuss with 
individuals and groups. 

The Stop the War Coalition is strong¬ 
est in Earlsdon and Whoberley, which 
neighbour each other, and in Lower 
Stoke across town. They planned to 
stand in Earlsdon and Whoberley as 
Respect candidates. Socialist Alliance 
candidates have stood in both of these 
wards before. A fotmer Labour MEP in¬ 
dicated she was prepared to stand in 
Lower Stoke as an independent - possi¬ 
bly as Respect. We were encouraging 


some student activists to stand in 
Wainbody, where the University of 
Warwick halls are situated, mainly on the 
fees issue; they would probably be Re¬ 
spect candidates as well. There are two 
other independent left candidates - one 
from the Marxist Party, who has stood 
before in Radford ward, and another in¬ 
dependent in Westwood ward. 

Coventry Socialist Alliance has been 
in existence since 1992, when 130 com¬ 
rades were expelled from the Labour 
Party for supporting sitting left Labour 
MPs Dave Nellist and John Hughes. 
We have consistently stood and sup¬ 
ported socialist candidates in elections 
at a time when the SWP was advocat¬ 
ing a vote for our New Labour oppo¬ 
nents - including Geoffrey Robinson, 
the architect of New Labour’s PFI 
project, as Paul Foot so eloquently 
showed in a recent Private Eye supple¬ 
ment. 

Before 1992 we had experience in run¬ 
ning elections in the Labour Party. For 
example, I was a West Midlands county 
councillor for an authority covering more 
than the area of the European constitu¬ 
ency which the SWP’s John Rees is 
hoping to represent for Respect. All of 
this experience apparently counts for 
nothing, since without consultation we 
have been told, second hand, that it is 
not only SA candidates we cannot stand 
- but Respect ones too! 

I was shocked to hear of the Respect 
EC decision, particularly without making 
any reference to Respect members in 
Coventry, of which I am one. I have writ¬ 
ten to the Respect executive, asking to 
see copies of its correspondence with 
the SP’s Hannah Sell. Just what has been 
agreed? 

One of the coalition’s leaflets declares: 
“Do you want to be part of a real de¬ 
mocracy. ?” Yes, I do! But the decision 
does not seem at all democratic to me - 
more like the old-fashioned deals in 
smoke-filled rooms • 

Dave Spencer 


Wales Redbridge and Havering 

Disingenuous methods Too advanced’ 


A round 50 people attended the April 
3 meeting in Cardiff to select Re¬ 
spect’s candidates for Wales in the Eu¬ 
ropean elections. 

The meeting began with a request from 
the Socialist Workers Party chair that 
debate should centre on the practicali¬ 
ties of building the coalition. The impli¬ 
cation was that contributions seeking to 
develop any sort of political strategy or 
build upon Respect's platform of well- 
meaning platitudes would not be wel¬ 
come. The SWP-recommended slate 
was overwhelmingly supported and 
thus the four candidates are Raja Raiz (a 
prominent member of Cardiff’s ‘muslim 
community’), Helen Griffin (author and 
actress), Huw Williams and Taran 
O’Sullivan (both SWP). 

The meeting also chose a steering com¬ 
mittee to oversee the election campaign. 
As a CPGB member, I pointed out that 
electoral success for Respect would be 
seen as a victory for the anti-war move¬ 
ment. In particular, I argued for the 
strengthening of our electoral challenge 
by setting it on a firm, principled founda¬ 
tion. I highlighted the need for open bor¬ 
ders as a logical expression of our 
solidarity with asylum-seekers and the 
necessity for all our candidates to com¬ 
mit themselves to take only the equiva¬ 
lent of the skilled worker’s average wage, 
donating the rest to the movement. Our 
challenge should not only be to New 
Labour, but to the UK constitutional 
monarchy and the system itself. 

I stressed that the inclusion of a criti¬ 


cal voice on the steering committee 
would indicate confidence in our politics 
and serve the positive function of por¬ 
traying a movement opposed to the 
undemocratic, self-serving practices of 
mainstream politicians. In this way the 
political expression of the anti-war move¬ 
ment could be given the degree of cred¬ 
ibility necessary to pull the balance of 
forces in society to the left. Unfortunately, 
SWP comrades - roughly half those 
present - did not agree. 

No political objections were raised to 
these points, however, htdeed, it is hard 
to see how they could have been. In¬ 
stead, SWP member Jeff Hurford read out 
sections of a CPGB leaflet - not one that 
had been handed out at the meeting it¬ 
self, but one that, widi some foresight, 
the comrade had brought with him. He 
felt it was particularly important to tell the 
audience that a member of the CPGB 
could not be trusted, since the leaflet re¬ 
ferred to the Respect as “an amorphous 
coalition of greens, peaceniks, muslims 
and trade unionists”. Of course, the first 
part of the sentence quoted points out 
that Respect does not “identify the work¬ 
ing class as the agent for social change”. 
It was interesting that the comrade, as a 
revolutionary socialist, did not develop 
this point. Interesting, but hardly surpris¬ 
ing, because of course politics was not 
something we were supposed to be dis¬ 
cussing. Working class politicians 
should not engage in such disingenu¬ 
ous methods of debate. 

A sizable section of the proceedings 


was given over to a discussion on ways 
to promote Respect locally, with some 
interesting suggestions put forward. 
Comrade Williams spoke of his laudable 
desire to make Respect a household 
name and welcomed the addition of trade 
union branches as affiliated organisa¬ 
tions. Referring to the need to unite the 
left vote, he hoped the Green Party 
would come on board and informed the 
meeting that there was a “real possibil¬ 
ity of a joint slate” with John Marek’s 
Forward Wales. However, in response 
to direct questioning from the floor little 
was said about the state of negotiations 
between the two organisations other 
than they were “ongoing”. 

After the meeting, it became apparent 
that a minority of the audience had been 
invigorated by the discussion of Re¬ 
spect’s politics that had taken place and 
had some doubts about the SWP’s ar¬ 
guments. These were comrades who the 
SWP consider part of their periphery. 
However, rather than give a lead to the 
more progressive and advanced ele¬ 
ments of the class as socialists should, 
the response of one SWP comrade was 
typical of the organisation’s recent turn 
to populism. Apparently, the call for a 
republic, open borders and a workers’ 
candidates on a worker’s wage were sim¬ 
ply vote-losers and therefore not wor¬ 
thy of support. The comrade had 
obviously forgotten one of Tony Cliff’s 
oft-repeated phrases: “Never lie to the 
class” • 


G eorge Galloway spoke at the April 
2 launch of Redbridge and Haver¬ 
ing Respect in Ilford. Some of his com¬ 
ments were very interesting 

“For me the most important letter in Re¬ 
spect is the ‘E’ for ‘equality’ - equality for 
immigrants: legal and illegal; asylum-seek¬ 
ers and refugees. Equality for everybody.” 
I wonder if comrade Alan Thomett, Re¬ 
sistance and the SWP consider Gallo¬ 
way’s position “too advanced”. 

When asked a question about ‘in¬ 
terference in the affairs of other coun¬ 
tries’, George Galloway replied: “I have 
been interfering in the affairs of other 
countries all my political life. Not like 
Bush and Blair, for the benefit of impe¬ 
rialism and multinational corporations. 
No, I have been interfering on behalf 
of democracy, progressives and social¬ 
ists.” 


This is almost identical to the positions 
of the Jewish Socialist Group and CPGB 
voted down at the Stop the War Coali¬ 
tion conference in February. Not quite, 
though - he significantly omitted ‘secu¬ 
lar’. Still, his is a far better position than 
the interventions by Resistance and SWP 
comrades against us based on a crass in¬ 
terpretation of ‘self-detennination’. 

Finally, he even had a go at muslim 
fundamentalism, although it was in his 
direct interests to do so because islam- 
ist intervention is a threat to Respect. He 
commented on the fact that a representa¬ 
tive of political islam “had a five-minute 
slot on the radio saying that it is un- 
islamic to vote, to link up with other com¬ 
munities and the left. In whose interests 
do they speak? If they didn’t exist the 
authorities would have had to invent 
them. Perhaps they did.” 

Funny old world, eh? • 

Dave Landau 


Respect events 

London West Central: Constituency meeting - Thursday April 15, 7.30pm, 
Mezze Cafe, 339 Hanow Road. 

Yorkshire and Humber: Meeting - Sunday April 25,7pm. Platinum Suite, Shef¬ 
field United FC, south stand, Bramall Lane, Sheffield. 

London: Social - Sunday April 25,7pm, Mezze Cafe, 339 Harrow Road. Moroc¬ 
can evening. 

Leeds: Public meeting - Monday April 26, 7.30pm, Conference Auditorium, 
Leeds University. 


Ethan Grech 
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Willesden 


What we 
fight for 


Emeigency programme 


G eorge Galloway and Dr Ghayasuddin 
Siddiqui of the Muslim Parliament of 
Britain spoke to an audience of over 80 peo¬ 
ple at Respect’s rally in Willesden, North Lon¬ 
don on April 6. A good turnout, with a 
relatively high percentage of people from the 
local ‘muslim community’ in attendance. 

Both main speakers’ contributions were 
interesting, highlighting broad questions 
of contemporary world politics. This again 
illustrates that engaging in the cut and 
thrust of electoral politics will produce a 
pressure for Respect’s ‘thumbnail sketch’ 
electoral platform - an “emergency pro¬ 
gramme", as comrade Galloway has put it 
(Weekly Worker April 1) - to be consider¬ 
ably fleshed out. 

For example, Dr Siddiqui commented that 
he did not believe that there was any real ter¬ 
rorist threat originating with the indigenous 
muslim community here in Britain. It is being 
invented, in much the same way - on a differ¬ 
ent scale - the supposed threat of the USSR 
was talked up by the imperialists. To the ex¬ 
tent that a danger existed, it was largely exter¬ 
nal. A parallel was drawn with Afghanistan 


and what the comrade refen'ed to as “a CIA- 
sponsored jihad” - a conflict whose roots 
were not religious, but assumed that form 
because of the interference of the west. 

Capitalism needs a new enemy in the af¬ 
termath of the collapse of bureaucratic so¬ 
cialism. The United States is seeking to 
consolidate world hegemony and a politically 
important cohering factor in that drive is the 
creation of a new enemy - political islam. Yet 
the US has shown itself not only perfectly 
prepared to work with this reactionary trend 
in the past and in the present-day world - look 
at Saudi Arabia - but to actually create it 
where it perceived that its great power ambi¬ 
tions would be served. 

Comrade Galloway spoke well. He con¬ 
demned terrorism, observing that ultimately 
actions such as the Madrid outrage ben¬ 
efited imperialism, not the cause of liberation. 
If the reactionary forces like the perpetrators 
did not exist, he said, the west “would feel 
the need to invent them”. 

Much of his speech concentrated on the 
“uprising in Iraq" - he saw the recent increase 
in aimed attacks on coalition forces as vindi¬ 


cation of the anti-war movement’s warnings. 
He approvingly cited Teddy Kennedy’s com¬ 
ment that Iraq was now “Bush’s Vietnam” - 
although without drawing out any political 
differences between the National Liberation 
Front of that country and the forces now en¬ 
gaged in military action on the ground in Iraq. 

He sharply attacked the Liberal Democrats 
for their collapse once war had started, but 
did not mention the Green Party at all. Strange 
in some way, as both the Lib Denis and the 
Greens will be at least partial competitors for 
much of the same anti-war constituency as 
Respect come June. Comrade Galloway at 
least underlined again that this competition 
is being taken seriously - Respect aims to get 
21 million leaflets out, to get a party political 
broadcast and everything needed for a seri¬ 
ous electoral challenge. 

All of which underlines the need for the 
coalition to go way beyond an “emergency 
programme", of course. In the harsh world of 
serious party politics, political vagueness or 
‘silences’ will be ruthlessly punished by our 
opponents • 

Ian Donovan 


Join the Respect Unity Coalition 


Complete this slip and send it to: 

Respect - The Unity Coalition 
Winchester House 
259-269 Old Marylebone House 
London NW1 5RA 

Include a cheque for a minimum of £10, or more 
if you wish to make a donation, payable to Unity 
Political Fund. 


O I wish to join the Respect Unity Coalition 

Name_ 

Address_ 


Town/city_ 

Postcode_Phone 

Email_ 


L 
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REVIEW 

Flesh and blood 

Mel Gibson The passion of the Christ general release 


T he passion of the christ, directed by Mel 
Gibson, dramatises the final hours of Je¬ 
sus’ life. The film (and I am confident I shall 
not be spoiling the plot for anyone who has 
not seen it yet), begins with Jesus in the Gar¬ 
den of Gethsemane, and ends with his cruci¬ 
fixion on Golgotha. Bringing the bible to the 
big screen is often controversial; and Mel 
Gibson has certainly opened the floodgates 
with this adaptation. 

Gibson of course is no stranger to contro¬ 
versy in his directorial career. His previous 
pseudo-historical blockbusters, Braveheart 
and The patriot, were heavily criticised for 
their casual treatment of history. In both in¬ 
stances Gibson rewrote it to present overly 
simplistic and distinctly biased versions of 
events. The combination of his penchant for 
modifying history to suit his own puiposes 
and his membership of an obscure Christian 
sect virtually ensured that The passion would 
provoke a storm of controversy. 

Critics have described the level of violence 
in the film as being gratuitous and dehuman¬ 
ising. Religious groups have accused the film 
of, if not being explicitly anti-semitic, then at 
least of perpetuating outmoded prejudices. 
The film has also come under fire for some 
rather tasteless merchandising, which in¬ 
cludes replica nails inscribed with a verse from 
the New Testament (although it has to be said 
that the sale of religious gewgaws generates 
considerable profits for the Christian church 
itself). Somewhat bizaixely, it is also possible 
to buy a book of the film. 

Whether the controversy is warranted is 


something of a moot point. Certainly the de¬ 
piction of violence is shockingly graphic and 
unremittingly brutal. Certainly some of the 
artistic interpretation is questionable (for ex¬ 
ample, there is a flashback sequence that 
suggests that Jesus invents the idea of us¬ 
ing a chair to sit at a table). However, what is 
unquestionable is that The passion is an ex¬ 
traordinarily powerful film. 

Shorn of all its mythological trappings, the 
crucifixion of christ is a story of humanity at 
odds with inhumanity. It is the story of a man 
struggling against the corruption of the es¬ 
tablished order and the imperial occupation; 
betrayed by his friend, condemned by the 
people he sought to help; and beaten, tor- 
hired and ultimately executed. Yet through¬ 
out, he remains defiant and shows 
compassion and forgiveness for those who 
have treated him so cruelly. 

The medium of cinema is ideally suited to 
depict such scenes. The scourging of Jesus 
is without doubt the most shocking screen 
violence I have seen. I defy anyone to watch 
this scene and not flinch as the Roman sol¬ 
diers gouge chunks of flesh from Jesus’ body. 
The portrayal of the virgin Mary, not as any 
blessed saint but as a mother unable to pre¬ 
vent her son’s suffering is deeply moving; 
particularly when he stumbles and falls, and 
the scene is juxtaposed with Mary watching 
Jesus stumble and fall as a child. The depic¬ 
tion of violence is shocking but it is not gra¬ 
tuitous. Rather, it starkly portrays it in all its 
horror and inhumanity. Anyone who has ever 
glibly dismissed violence or casually advo¬ 


cated capital punishment should see this film. 

The passion is not without its faults. The 
inclusion of supernatural elements weaken 
the impact of the story, particularly the pres¬ 
ence of Satan, who is shown driving Judas 
to commit suicide, moving amongst the 
crowd and mocking Jesus. I have to say that 
giving the devil such a prominent role some¬ 
what absolves humanity of the blame for this 
crime against a resistance fighter. Satan’s pres¬ 
ence might be merely metaphorical, but the 
suggestion that somehow he is behind acts 
of evil diminishes humanity. Sadly, humans 
do not need supernatural encouragement to 
engage in oppression: they are quite capable 
of doing so of their own free will, driven by 
particular class interests. There is also a rather 
dubious moment when a crow attacks the 
crucified man who refuses to acknowledge 
the person hanging next to him as christ. A 
worse crime than those of the torturers and 
oppressors, it seems. 

The Passion of the christ is not an easy film 
to watch. It is not light entertainment. As well 
as being a deeply harrowing experience, it was 
a curious one for me: I cannot remember be¬ 
ing moved by the story of the crucifixion be¬ 
fore, but I was when I watched The passion. 
I had previously never related to Jesus as a 
man of flesh and blood, but this film succeeds 
precisely because of its depiction of the sto¬ 
ry’s humanity. This central precept, the trials 
and triumph of humankind, is something that 
all of us, believers and non-believers alike, 
would do well to contemplate • 

Jem Jones 


■ Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revolu¬ 
tionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Communist Party. Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with the highest form of organisa¬ 
tion it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many so-called ‘parties’ on the 
left. In reality they are confessional sects. Members who 
disagree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

■ Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists oppose the neo-conservative war plans of 
the Project for the New American Century and all imperial¬ 
ist wars but constantly strive to bring to the fore the funda¬ 
mental question - ending war is bound up with ending capi¬ 
talism. 

■ Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, ‘One state, one party’. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a Communist Party 
oftheEU. 

■ The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

■ Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with war, 
pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system capi¬ 
talism can only be superseded globally. All forms of na¬ 
tionalist socialism are reactionary and anti-working class. 

■ The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. They 
will resist using every means at their disposal. Communists 
favour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be read¬ 
ied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and a United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

■ Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 

It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’sSoviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

■ Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploita¬ 
tion, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is gen¬ 
eral freedom and the real beginning of human history. 

■ All who accept these principles are urged to join the 
Communist Party. 
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Every worker 
legal - unity 
coalition must 
take the lead 


No respect for borders 



T abloid and Tory Britain has the 
scent of blood in its nostrils. First 
they claim the scalp of the immi¬ 
gration minister, Beverley 
Hughes. Even better, with the June elec¬ 
tions looming, the headlines are domi¬ 
nated by lurid stories about migrants and 
asylum-seekers - always natural, and fer¬ 
tile, territory for Tories. Keep the pressure 
on, they must be thinking, and maybe the 
New Labour crown will start to slip. 

Indeed, it must surely be bliss to be 
alive at the moment if you are a hard-core 
reactionary. Much to the rejoicing of ‘mid¬ 
dle England’, a humiliated David Blun- 
kett last week described the day on which 
Hughes resigned as the “worst day of 
my political life”. Furthermore, there ap¬ 
pears to be a small stream of malfeasant 
(and most decidedly not apolitical) civil 
servants ready - almost on demand - to 
supply David Davis, the shadow home 
secretary, with potentially damaging de¬ 
tails about how governmental depart¬ 
ments handle and process immigration 
and asylum applications. Naturally, it will 
only be a coincidence if more of these 
details come to light just days before 
June 10. 

The government’s immigration head¬ 
ache began a few weeks ago with the self- 
styled whistleblower, Steve Moxon, a 
civil servant working for the immigration 
and nationality directorate in Sheffield. 
Moxon was suspended from the IND 
after he went public with his claims that 
he was told to waive key checks on visa 
applications from certain nationals of the 
10 ‘accession’ countries due to join the 
European Union on May 1. In other 
words, says Moxon, immigration controls 
are being deliberately relaxed, or “rubber- 
stamped”, in order to clear the backlog 
and hence avert a tabloid-generated con¬ 
troversy over the supposed influx of mi¬ 
grant come May 1. The slightly oily, and 
distinctly rightwing, Moxon is arguing 
that his actions fall within the remit of the 
1988 Public Interest Disclosures Act - as 
well as doing the chat show circuit, ap¬ 
pearing on Tuesday’s edition of the 
BBC’s Now you’re talking! (the trun¬ 
cated successor to Kilroy!) and heavily 
hinting that there are more revelations to 
come. 

The current wave of tabloid-driven 
outrage has centred on migrants from 
Bulgaria and Romania. James Cameron, 
the British consul in Bucharest, leaked 
letters and emails to the Tories showing 
how he had warned British government 
officials 18 months ago of scams involv¬ 
ing the use of forged documents. Ac¬ 
cording to Cameron, despite the 
obviously fraudulent nature of the appli¬ 
cations, visas were been granted to thou¬ 
sands of long-term unemployed 
Bulgarians and Romanians (though the 
notoriously poor language skills of Brit¬ 
ish diplomats and officials may well play 
a part in this as well). In the words of the 
upright consul, this showed “organised 
crime and UK immigration policy at its 
worst”. 

Subsequently, newspapers chronicled 
how ‘dodgy’ lawyers in Sofia were 
charging €3,000 in order to virtually guar¬ 
antee a successful application for their 
hopeful clients. In this part of the world, 
the business of ‘human trafficking’ is 
booming - or, at least, was until last week, 
when a defensive Blunkett hurriedly 


froze all visa applications from Bulgaria 
and Romania. Some 5,000 Bulgarians were 
granted European Communities Associa¬ 
tion Agreements visas last year, enabling 
them to set up their own small business in 
Britain. Proportionately so far this year, 
that figure has doubled. Hardly surpris¬ 
ing - the odds are that if they remain in 
Bulgaria or Romania, these impoverished 
workers will just rot away. 

Furthermore, and far more seriously for 
the government, there have been persist¬ 
ent allegations that Blair himself did a se¬ 
cret deal with his Romanian counterpart, 
Adrian Nastase, to relax immigration con¬ 
trols if Bucharest would curb the number 
of asylum-seekers (Romania is not due to 
join the EU until 2007). This sounds emi¬ 
nently plausible, of course - legitimate 
workers are nice; illegitimate ones nasty. 

In response to the Bulgarian/Romanian 
‘scandal’, Donald Davis has called for a 
full, independent inquiry into the matter. 
Quite predictably, at the weekend Michael 
Howard told Welsh Tories, “Labour have 
lost control of our borders”. As for the 
government, there is a slight air of panic. 
This week Blair held a hastily convened 
‘immigration summit’ or, if you prefer, a 
“cross-government assault” on the immi¬ 
gration and asylum issue. The main focus 
of the ‘summit’ was on “sham marriages” 
(estimated at some 15,000 last year) and 
“sham students” (numbers unknown) 
applying for college and university 
courses. The government also an¬ 
nounced that those who employ illegal 
migrants could soon be facing fines of up 
to £20,000 - up from the present £5,000. 

Naturally, throughout all this, the tab¬ 
loids have been having chauvinistic fun 
with stories about one-legged roofers, 
one-armed brickies, fingerless electricians, 
and so on. Inevitably, these stories have 
been retold - and considerably embellished 
- throughout the pubs and bars of Britain, 
with drinkers shaking their heads and 
muttering, ‘It’s not right - why can’t we 
look after our own?’ (and I have little doubt 
that my local is just like yours). 

This of course only exposes the toxic - 
and noxious - nature of the immigration 
question. As a recent editorial in The 
Guardian put it, “Immigration - not the 
Iraq war or the condition of the NHS - is 
the single most volatile issue in British 
electoral politics today, the one that 
causes most concern to most people and 
the one that swings most votes” (April 3). 

Communists and socialists recognise 
that the whole immigration question is a 
conduit for reactionary and backward 
ideas to spread like wildfire and gain a 
political and ideological hegemony over 
the working class. Whether we like it or 
not, in the popular mind immigration is 
directly associated with asylum-seekers, 
which in turn is linked to ‘bogus asylum- 
seekers’ - who are a threat to ‘our’ national 
identity. 

A recent Mori poll gave us a stark les¬ 
son in political realities. Asked whether 
they agree with the simple statement, 
‘There are too many immigrants in Brit¬ 
ain”, 56% said yes. That figure rose to 
91% among what Mori describes as the 
“traditional poor” - it was only 11% 
amongst “liberal intellectuals”. Since 1997 
those who admit that they are concerned 
about asylum applications to Britain rose 
from below 5% to nearly 40% in January 
2002 - despite the fact that the number of L 


asylum applicants aniving in Britain was 
virtually cut in half. 

These statistics alone should tell us 
that we need to urgently address and 
confront this question. After all, as the 
events of the last week or two clearly 
show, we can point to the fragile nature, 
even on the establishment's own narrow 
terms, of the difference between legal 
and illegal migrants. What better time for 
the left to intervene with its own princi¬ 
pled, internationalist call for open bor¬ 
ders and to defend the rights of all 
workers? Real communists and social¬ 
ists do not draw bogus distinctions be¬ 
tween legals and illegals, or between 
non-economic and economic migrants. 
Presented in the right way - with convic¬ 
tion and clarity - this could be a power¬ 
ful message to cut through the 
chauvinist fog and put clear red water 
between us and the mainstream parties. 
Unlike Howard, Blair and Kennedy, we 
have no respect for the borders of the 
bourgeoisie. 

Regrettably, we are not yet in that 
position. As should now be obvious, 
Respect shot itself in the foot when its 


January 25 launch conference flatly re¬ 
jected the demand for open borders and 
the free movement of peoples. Disgrace¬ 
fully, our Socialist Workers Party com¬ 
rades, and its ignominious little 
assistants, took the lead in scuttling this 
right and proper demand - in the proc¬ 
ess turning its back own its own history, 
which was one of support for the princi¬ 
ple of the free movement of peoples. 

Of course. Respect is committed to 
“defend the right of refugees and asy¬ 
lum-seekers” and opposes the “anti-Eu¬ 
ropean, xenophobic right wing”. But, 
then again, Howard or Blair would say 
exactly the same. So what is Respect 
going to say about the rights of the 
‘illegals’ to come to the UK? 

This is a very concrete question, not 
some ‘ultra-leftist’ abstraction or infatu¬ 
ation, or a case of utopia-mongering on 
our part. It is almost certain that the row 
over eastern European migration - par¬ 
ticularly from Bulgaria and Romania - will 
still be rumbling as Respect canvassers 
and supporters hit the streets for our 
election campaign. When on the door¬ 
step - or the Newsnight studio floor - our 


candidates will have to give direct, no- 
nonsense, answers to questions on im¬ 
migration and asylum. Will the SWP’s 
John Rees really tell Jeremy Paxman that 
Respect too thinks that Bulgarian work¬ 
ers - whether one-legged or not - should 
be kept out of the UK if they have failed 
to jump through all the bureaucratic 
hoops? But of course we communists 
have no doubt that comrade Rees will 
inform his astonished interlocutor that 
Respect stands for ‘Neither London nor 
Sofia’ and upholds the socialist princi¬ 
ple of free movement of peoples. 

The Guardian has made a plea for 
“our political leaders” to recognise that, 
when it comes to migration, “we have a 
common interest in containing the de¬ 
bate and achieving a principled consen¬ 
sus on it for years to come” (April 5). Let 
us do our best to dash the liberal hopes 
of the Guardian leader-writers and en¬ 
sure that the reactionary consensus we 
have now is shattered - to be replaced 
with a rival, internationalist ideology 
that genuinely reflects the interests of the 
working class and humanity itself • 

Eddie Ford 
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